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CURRENT TOPICS. 

On an examination of the sittings paper for the Chancery 
Division it will be observed that neither Mr. Justice Currry nor 
Mr. Justice Norrn intend to hear witness actions during the 
present sittings. 

A TraNsFER has been made of eighty-eight witness actions to 
Mr. Justice Romer for the wg Be ing or trial. 
Thirty-eight of these are from the list of Mr. Justice 
Ourrry, thirty from that of Mr. Justice Nonru, and twenty from 
that of Mr. Justice Srrrtrmye. We print the Order of Transfer 
elsewhere, and we are enabled to give from the cause book a 
list of the transferred actions in the order in which they are 
appointed to be heard. 








Mr. Wiru1am Howarp Winrrersorsam, of the firm of 
Warernovse, WINTERBOTHAM, Harrison, & Hanrrer, of New- 
court, Carey-street, who has been appointed Official Solicitor to 
the Supreme Court, in succession to the late Mr. Pewszrton 
graduated both at the London and Cambridge Universities, and 


was admitted in 1869. His late , Mr. WATERHOUSE, wes 
a member of the Council of the Tncorperated Law So , and 
his brother, the late Mr. H. 8. P. Wrvrzrsornam, M.P., was 


Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department. 





In MAKING an order confirming a reduction of capital in the 
City of St. Petersburg New Waterworks Oo. (Limited), 
J., took occasion to point out that the order was to conf 





lated to action upon the 
writs und orders out of 
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Justice Srrmtine in The English and American Machinery Co. v. 
The Campbell Machine Co., which we report elsewhere. His 
lordship said that ‘‘some remarks had been made in the course 
of he hecke as to the hardship suffered by the plaintiffs 
under the circumstances [leave to serve notice of a writ out of 
the jurisdiction being refused}, and he sympathized with those 
remarks. As the rules stood, a person residing out of the 
jurisdiction could commit a tort, and the person injured thereby 
could not sue here. A remedy had been proposed, and the 
order was actually drawn up and approved, but was rescinded 
for reasons which his lordship would not go into; but, at the 
same time, he wished to say that the case which he had just 
decided was one of the injustices resulting from the rescission 
in question.” We have, therefore, now judicial authority for 
the proposition that the present state of things is productive of 
injustice. 





Upon tHE chief subject of debate at the recent meeting of the 
Incorporated Law Society—viz., the question of county court 
fees—there was cary little difference of opinion. LEvery- 
one was agreed that they ought to be reduced, and it appears 
from the statement of the president that both the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Lord Chief Justice agree with this view. But 
there is a lion in the path in the shape of the Treasury, who, to 
use the paraphrase of the Lord Chancellor’s remarks given by 
the president, “ required a good deal of handling before they 
— up anything they had got.” The remarkable incident of 

e debate was the notion expressed by the opener of the dis- 
cussion, that his proposal that no fees should be charged in 
actions to recover sums not exceeding £2 was ‘very demo- 
cratic”—that is, we presume, very much in favour of the 
democracy. It hardly needed Mr. Haywarn’s experience and 
admirable exposition to convince the meeting that few greater 
misfortunes could happen to the working classes than the 
requirement of no fees in cases under £2. Innumerable sum- 
monses would be taken out without any justification; while at 
present the loss of the fee operates as a check upon this evil. 
Already the vast majority of plaints in county courts are for 
sums below £2; what they would be if the fee were abolished 
no one can tell. The matter of the reduction of fees was very 
properly referred to the County Courts Committee now sitting. 





Tue tetrer on the Land Transfer Bill which we published 
last week drew attention to a result of that measure which has 
not received sufficient consideration, and the letter we print this 
week develops this result in detail. Our correspondent points 
out that under the provisions of the Bill an unqualified agent 
will be able to attend with a purchaser at the Land Registry 
to instruct him to fill up the declaration of ownership neces- 
sary for first registration with a possessory title, or to fill it u 
himself, making no charge for so doing; and such unquali- 
fied agent will not be liable to any statutory penalty. He may 
also examine and pass the title prior to registration, either by 
himself or some competent clerk, and since no instrument has 
to be drafted or prepared, he will not be liable to any penalty, 


As the other requisites for possessory registration are usually 
prepared in the Registry, it will be seen that an unqualified 
agent, provided he charges only a general commission on the 
purchase-money, will be able to transact the whole business of 
a with a possessory title. In like manner he will be 
to transact the whole business of transfers or mortgages of 
— land. He can search the register or procure an 
search, and he can instruct the applicant to fill up the 
printed forms supplied by the Registry or can fill them up him- 
self, ided he makes no specific charge for this work, con- 
tenting himself with a commission on the whole transaction. 
As regards ordinary cases of purchase or mortgage of land, 
therefore, the intervention of a solicitor will no longer be 
mecessary ; and, as our correspondent of last week remarked, 
we all know what sort of unqualified tout will infest the neigh- 
bourhood of the Land Registry and Auction Mart if this Bill 
should become law. It is desirable that Bills should bear 


titles indicating truly their general sco 
the eon a Mag should be entitled 
the ion of Legal Business by 


‘‘A Bill to Encourage 
Unqualified Touts,” and 


and effect; hence | his 





it should be provided that, as a short title, it may be cited as 


” 
. 


‘The Touts’ Encouragement Act, 18 





THE RESULT arrived at by Sriaz.ivea, J., in Wilmer v. 


4M: Namara 
§ Co. (reported elsewhere) follows naturally trom the decisions fee 


of the Court of Appeal in Lee v. Neuchatel dsphalte Co. (37 W. R. 
$21, 41 Ch, D. 1) and Verner v. Coneral-and Commercial Invest- 


ment Trust (1894, 2 Ch. 939). 
formed with a nominal capital of £120,000, divided into 12,000 
shares of £10 each, 7,000 being preference shares. The 7,000 
preference shares were issued and were paid for in cash. The 
vendor sold his business and business effects to the company 
for £54,000 in cash and for the 5,000 ordinary shares, The 
nominal value of the business was thus £104,000, and of the 
£70,000 subscribed £16,000 was left in the hands of the com- 
pany for working capital. The preference shares carried a 
preferential cumulative dividend of eight per cent., the surplus 
profits going to the ordinary shares. a 1894 a valuation 
shewed that the capital value of the goodwill and effects of the 
business was only £76,250, but there was a surplus on the 
profit and loss account for the year’s working of nearly £6,000, 
The preference shareholders wished to divide this in dividend ; 
the ordinary shareholders contended that it ought to be applied 


V 


to make up the loss of capital. It is now, however, quite ~ ,. -@ 








clear that, when once the capital account has been pro- 


erly separated from fit and loss account, there is, 
in the absence of special provision, no obligation on the 


company to make up a loss on the capital account out of 

















a surplus appearing on the profit and loss account, and it 
minke no aiterence that the assets of the company are of a * 








wasting nature. The matter is, perhaps, most clearly put in the 


observation 0 LEY, LJ., in v. General and Commercial 


Investment , that fixed capital may be sunk and lost, and 
vided. 6 app Cation of the rule involves the distinction 
between fixed and circulating capital, and sometimes this may 
be a matter of difficulty. In the present case Srirtine, J., held, { 
as might have been expected, that the loss was in —— of ; 
fixed capital, and the company were not bound to replace it 


before declaring a dividend. 








THE RULE in Zalbot v. Shrewsbury (2 Wh. & T. L. ©. 378), that 
a legacy of a sum equal Sorerosler than the amount of a debt 
due from the testator to the legatee shall be taken as a 
satisfaction of the debt, has been frequently disapproved of, 
and the courts have laid hold of slight circumstances of differ- 
ence between the legatee’s benefit under the debt and under the 
legacy to shew that the testator could not have intended 
satisfaction. In the case of debts the leaning of equity is against 
satisfaction, whereas in the case of portions the leaning is the 
other way (Zhynne v. a 2H.1L.C., p. 153). One 
circumstance which has referred to for this purpose is the 
difference in the time of payment of the debt and the legacy, 
and even a slight difference is sufficient. ‘The point of time,” 
said Lord Harpwioxg, ©., in Clark v. Sewell (8 Atk. 96), ‘‘it is 
said, is so trifling, it being only a month, that no regard should 
be paid to it; but though a small one, yet it is a circumstance 
that the plaintiff has a right to lay hold on to take this out of 
the cases that have been deemed a satisfaction.” So in Hayne 
v. Hico (1 Bro. C. CO, 129), where there was a bond to pay 
wi one month after the death of the obligor, and the obligor 
bequeathed £500 to the obligee payable within six months 
after his decease, Lord Tuurtow, O., held that the difference in 
the time of payment prevented the legacy from being treated as 
a satisfaction of the debt. In these cases the testator himself 
specified the time when the legacy was to be payable, but it 
sars from the decision of SriR.ive, J in Be Horlock (43 W. 
5 i essary t 6 84ame Tes. y 
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: at case a testator covenanted that 

is @xecutors would pay a sum of £300 to the covenantee within 
three months after his death. By his will he bequeathed to the 
covenantee a legacy of £400. Srieiine, J., held that as the 


@ defendant company was /cr~-/4 — 
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debt was payable three months, and the legacy not tilla year| Tux raxwiovs attempt in v. Jackson (reported 
after the eens death, there was no sntistaction. If this| elsewhere) to make Groamt Came Ket, 1880, the 


decision is correct, it is difficult to see how the doctrine of 
satisfaction can ever apply, and the result is apparently not 
reconcilable with Re Fletcher (86 W. R. 841, 38 Ch. D. 373), 
There Norru, J., held that a legacy of £625 would have 
satisfied a debt of the same amount had the debt not been paid 
in the lifetime of the testator, and therefore, since that event 
happened, the Jegacy was not payable at all. He did not notice 
the circumstance that the debt would have been payable on the 
death and the legacy not for twelve months. Possibly Stra.ine, 
J., has discovered what so many judges have desired, a means 
of overruling Zalbot v. Shrewsbury altogether. 





A somewHat remarkable discussion arose on the hearing, 
before a divisional court of the Queen’s Bench Division, of an 
application on behalf of the respondent in the case of Selfe 
(Respondent) v. Hove Commissioners (Appellants) (ante, p. 265, 4 
W. R. 300), which was heard so long ago as 
January, for leave to appesl from. that decision. The case, it 
will be rémembered, raised the question whether a single 
‘‘drain’”’ or ‘‘ sewer’ connecting two private houses at Hove, 
belonging to different owners, with the public sewer, was a 
“« drain , or “sewer” within the meaning of the Public 
Health Act, 1875, and their lordships decided that it was a 
‘“‘drain,” but that as the Hove Corporation had adopted Part 
III. of the Public Health Act Amendment Act, 1890, they 
could compel the occupier to keep the drain in repair. The 
respondent relied on the case of —, v. Fitley (42 . R. 461; 
1894, 1 Q. B. 233), which was decided by their lordships in 
December, 1893. that case the court held that a similar 
drain passing through private ground, but receiving the 
drainage of three adjoining houses belonging to the same 
owner, was a “sewer” within the meaning of section 4 of 
the Public Health Act, 1875, and vested, therefore, in the 
local authority, who were liable to maintain it. During 
the argument in Seif v. Hove Commissioners, counsel, as amici 
curia, stated in reply, to a question by Mr. Justice Waicur, 
that the Corporation of Halifax, in whose district the premises 
referred to in 7ravis v. Uttley were situated, had not at that time 
adopted Part IIT of the Public Health Act, 1890, and therefore 
section 19 of that Act (which falls within Part III.) in no way 
affected the question. And Mr. Justice Wi1ts, in giving judg- 
ment said: ‘‘I regret that in the report of the case of Zravis v. 
Utiley the fact that in the borough of Halifax the Public Health 
Act of 1890 had not been adopted is not clearly stated, because 
it is a most important element in the facts. I was puzzled, 
when section 19 was first read to us, to think how Zravis 
v. Uttley could mean what it did. Fortuhately the learned 
counsel on both sides who argued that case are in court 
to-day, and have given us a most satisfactory assurance 
that what I have stated was the fact; otherwise we should 
have lost the keynote to that report in this very import- 
ant matter. For this reason it seems to me that the real 
liability to repair the drain was upon the occupier.” Counsel 
for the applicant in the recent case said that, since his lordshi 
had given that judgment, he had been authoritatively inform 
that, as a matter of fact, the Corporation of Halifax had adopted 
at that time Part III. of the Act. Mr. Justice Wi11s said that 
they had been erroneously told that Part III. of the Act had 
not been adopted at Halifax, and on that ground, a 
others, they had decided that the two cases were to be dis- 
tinguished. There were, however, other equally reasons 
why the decision in Zravis v. Uttley was not applicable to the 


case of Selfe vy. Hove Commissioners, and they saw no reason for | more 


altering the decision they had come to, or granting leave to 
appeal after the period for doing so had expired. In the re 

of Selfe v. Hove Commissioners, which would appear in the May 
number of the Law Reports, there would be a note appended 
which would remove, he hoped, the embroglio he desired to 
clear up. The note appears at p. 688 of the May number, and 
states that section 19 of the Public Health Act, 1890, did not 
apply to the facts in Travis v Uitley, for in that case the houses 
under which the drains ran belonged to one person and not to 
different owners. 


the 25th of | ¥ 





means of avoiding payment of rent by a tenant of 


ights has failed in the Divisional Court (Day and Waicut, 
JJ.), although it succeeded in the county court. Under 


section 1 of the Act every occupier of land has, as incident 
to and inseparable from his occupation of the land, the right 


to kill and take groond game concurrently with any other 
person capers # the same right, but the persons by whom the 
occupier’s right may be exercised are strictly defined T it 











is not a right which he can lease to anyone he Chooses, If, 
een occupier has, independently of the Act, a right to 
kill game, he can ordinarily transfer this right to another, 
though in such a case section 2 enacts that he shall still retain } 
the right to kill game declared by section 1. Then sec- 
tion 3 provides “ every ent, condition, or —— 
ment which purports to divest or alienate the right of 
occupier as declared, given, and reserved to him by this Act 
. « . Bhall be void.” In Morgan y. Jackson the plaintiff was 
early tenant of a farm, having the right of shooting over it 
independently of the Act. In 1889 he a to let to the 
defendant “the sole right of killing all w game, hares, 
and rabbits’ on the farm at a specified rent, The defendant 
exercised the right for some years and paid ae of the rent, but 
after notice had been given to terminate the letting he refused to 
pay the rent, and oct up ae 0 Somer ie t was void 
y reason of the Act. Having regard to the use of the words 
“sole right” in the agreement, and to the general of 
section 3, it is not, perhaps, surprising that the county court 
judge decided in favour of the defence. The ment gave 
the sole right of css ground game to the defendant, and 
since the right declared by the Act could not in strictness co- 
exist with the sole right in another, it was not unreasonable to 





treat the agreement as one which divested or alienated the right __- 





of the occupier under the Act, The ive! onal Court have got 
over the pont ty holding opp es only ‘4 
Woo. D is cons’ n 
licy of the Act. Tevaves ts against the Tind 


carries out the c - 
1 e right of the tenant under the Act, and does not 


interfere with the tenant as regards any right he may have 
outside the Act. “$s 


TuErE 1s a remarkable conjunction which must have been 
observed by persons who peruse the advertisement sheet of their 
Times with proper attention. For along time past the “ puff” of 
the Land Registry, advising purchasers and to con- 
sult the “index map” kept at the Land Registry (fee not 
stated), has appeared on the same days as, and either immedi- 
ately before or immediately after, an advertisement addressed 
to ‘‘ Persons in Spiritual Difficulties,” and advising them to 
consult “helpful friends” at an address specified. We have 
long been in search of a key to this enigma. Why should the 
Land Registry warning as to ‘‘ land reputed to be unregistered ” 
always, or nearly always, appear with a prefixed or appended 
notice to persons in spiritual difficulties? The mystery grows 
deeper when we find the latter notice stating that ‘certainly 
there will not be any attempt to obtain money,” such statement 
being quite out of harmony with the procedure of the Land 

istry as to the fees required to be paid. We can hardly 
believe that the officials of the Land Registry can desire that 
the difference between the two advertising institutions should be 
so pointedly brought out. Can it be that the authors of the 
advertisement addressed to persons in spiritual difficulties are of 
opinion Lapadt gape ~ having dealings with the Land Registry 
will be in a state of temporal anguish as to incline them 
readily to spiritual consolation, and therefore stipulate 
that their advertisement shall always oe in immediate con- 
junction with that of the Land Registry 








Is ruere such a thing, asks a correspondent, as a Science 
of Law Reporting? I may admit at once that it cannct 
be found in Fleet-street, many a reader wandering 
through the trackless waste of a modern of @ case 
must have wondered whether his way not have 
been made smoother by a little more science on the part 
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of the reporter. There are some men who invariably turn to 
their favourite ‘ unauthorized” re to find out what a 
case is about, and what it really decided. And what hours are 
spent on the bench in finding out the same thing! In America 
law reporting has, at least in theory, already become a science, 
and one that the Harvard law students are expected to know 
something about. In fact, it is of sufficient importance to form 
the subject of a text-book by one of the law professors. Its 
title is ‘‘ The Study of Cases. A Course of Instruction in Read- 
ing and Stating Reported Cases, Composing Headnotes and 
Briefs, Criticizing and Comparing Authorities, and Compiling 
Digests,” and it has reached a second edition. Oould not the 
Council of Law Reporting present each of their reporters with a 
copy? They would save the cost over and over again in their 
aper bill, and would earn the unanimous thanks of the pro- 
ession in addition. 





Ir 1s PpRovivED by rule 11 of the Rules under the Remunera- 
tion Order that in case of sales under the Lands Clauses Con- 
solidation Acts, or any other private or public Act under which 
the vendor’s charges are paid by the purchaser, the scale 
prescribed in Schedule I., Part I., shall not apply. In Re 
Stewart (37 W. R. 484) it was decided by Kay, J., that this 
provision is applicable only to the vendor’s costs, not to those 
of the purchaser, but he also used language which intimated 
that the provision applies only in the case of compulsory sales. 
The latter part of rule 11 seems, he said, to be limited 
designedly, and with reason, to the vendor’s costs in case of a 
sale under compulsory powers. In the case of Re Burdekin & Co., 
however, which we report elsewhere, the Court of Appeal have 
rejected this restriction, and have held that the provision in 

e 11 applies also to the case of sales by agreement where the 
purchasers acquire the land under any of the Acts referred to 
in the rule, although the incidence of the costs is determined 
by the agreement for purchase. 








IMPLIED COVENANTS BY A LESSOR. 
Tue phrase “implied covenant” is used in two different mean- 
ings. No Hage r form of words is necessary to create a 
covenant ; if on the conatragtion of the whole, deed it appears 
that a party intended to bind himself, it is sufficient, and he is 
said to have entered into an “‘implied” covenant. On the other 
hand, the phrase is sometimes used in the sense of a “ covenant 


in law.” A covenant of the latter nature arises where words 
are used which, in their 





primary operation, create an estate, and 
to which the law gives some secon operation, as a covenant 
for Title or quiet enjoyment : see EIpe a - Interp., pp. 409, 


l cat Uc 


fi 


\ 


- ment durin 
( term which the Tease purports to grant.” 








422. The distinction between implied covenants of the two 
classes appears to be that where the covenant is of the first class, 
that is, where it is an implied covenant strictly so called, it 
arises by the act of the parties, and it must be construed accord. 
y~ Sea the Tanguage they have used. In other words, it only 
¢ ers from an express covenant in that the intentions of 

e 


parties as to the covenant are not expressed in a distinct 
clause of the , but are left to be gathered from the whole 

° ere, however, the implied covenant is of the second 
‘Glass, that is, where it is strictly speaking a covenant in law, a 
man may have bound himself without having known that he 


was binding himself. As the law is not unreasonable, a cove- 
nant in law is ne = 












_ the received doctrine as to the covenants on the part of a lessor 
ingplied in a lease is stated in one of the modern text-books in 
the words following : ‘In the absence of any express covenant, 
the word ‘demise, which actually 


‘let,’ or any similar word 
creates a term, 1m Lis Fro covenants by the lessor: frst, that 
the lesor has povar 1 GraNt the term, and second, for quiet 
See re ee the term essee durin . Both these covenan 


q —1.¢., they extend to the acts of the whole world. 
The first is broken if the lessee has not power to grant the term 
which he professes to grant ; the second is only for quiet enjoy- 

the term which is actually created, not during the 

















v. d (ante, p. 415) Lord 


In the recent case of Ba 
Rvusseuz, C.J., held that the latter branch of the rule was 
correct ; that the mere act of letting imports a covenant for quiet 
enjoyment where the lease is Under seal, and a contract for 

uiet enjoyment where the lease is not under seal; and 


that -in_sither_case the obligation under_thecovenant_conses 
with the lessor’s interest. is Tordship was, however, of 
opinion that while the word “demise” imports a covenant 
for title, no other word will do so. That part of the 
decision in Baynes v. Lloyd which relates to the implication 
of a covenant or agreement for quiet enjoyment is clearly 
in accordance with the authorities (Willams v. Burrell, 1 
O. B., at p. 480, per Tinpat, OC J.; Burnett v. Lynch, 5 B. & O. 
609, per LirrtepaLE, J.; Hart v. Windsor, 12 M. & W., at p. 
85, per Panxe, B.; Hall v. City of London Brewery, 2 B. & B. 
737). But the statement that ‘demise ” imports a covenant for 
title, and that other words do not, requires some consideration. 
There are two questions—/jrst, what is meant when we say that 
“demise ” imports a covenant for title, and, second, do any other 
words import the same covenant ? 

It is clear that when we say that ‘‘ demise” implies a cove- 
nant for title, we are not using the words “covenant for title” 
in thei on, ordinary meaning—namely, that I can grant 
the term which I have purported to grant.” For in some of the 
reported cases the question turned on the rights of the lessee 
against the executors of the lessor, where the lessor, being only 
a tenant for life, granted a term which lasted longer than his 
own life, and the lessee was evicted by the remainderman ; in 
other words, the arguments were directed to the question of 
quiet enjoyment, not of title; and it was held that the lessee 
took nothing by his action for the disturbance (see, for example, 
Style vy. Herring, Cro. Jac. 73; Bedford vy. Hall, Ow. 104; Adams 
v. Gibney, 6 Bing. 656), on the ground that the implied cove- 
nant for quiet enjoyment must be restricted to quiet enjoyment 
during the term that the lessor could properly grant. It is 
clear that if the implied covenant for title was in the form 
mentioned above the lessee must have succeeded in his action. 
It is obvious, therefore, that the phrase ‘‘covenant for title” 
must be used in some secondary ny 2 It may be argued 
that as it is a covenant in law it ought to be restricted so as to 
be only a covenant for title to the term that the lessor can 
lawfully grant, but this would be nugatory. We must consider, 
therefore, whether there is any other form of covenant which 
may be applied by the word ‘‘ demise,” and which may, though 
somewhat improperly, be called a covenant for title. 

Probably the solution of the enigma is given in Holder v. 
Taylor (Hob. 12), where the lessor was at the time of the lease 
a stranger to the land, and the lessee never entered, and so 
there was no expulsion, and on his bringing his action of 
covenant against the lessor, it was held that the action did lie, 
for the breach of covenant was “that the lessor had taken 
upon himself to demise that which he could not, for the word 
‘ Zeadian ’ imports a power of letting.” In other words, the so- 
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called covenant for title is not that ‘“‘I can grant the lease _ 


which I did grant,” but that ‘‘I can grant some lease under }\ 


which you, the lessee, can enter.” And the joint effects of the 

two covenants implied by the word ‘“demise” amount to this: 

a covenant by the Tasso tat the lessee may enter, and that he 
hall enjo the Tand dur 


shall enjoy the land during sush part_of the term expressed to 
ted as the essor can lawfully grant. 


be ao 

t will be found that this interpretation of the ene covenant 
for title is not inconsistent with any of thecases. Dicta of judges 
will no doubt appear to the effect that “demise” imports a 
covenant in law on the part of the lessor that he has a good 
title (see Burnett v. Lynch, 5 B. & ©., at p. 609), but no explan- 
ation of what is meant by the covenant for title will be found 
except in Holden v. Taylor, and except that in Hart v. Windsor 
(12 M. & W., at p. 85) Parxe, B., explains that the word 
‘‘ demise” ‘implies a covenant for title to the estate only—that 
is, for quiet enjoyment against the lessor and all that come in 
under him by title, and against others claiming by title para- 
mount during the term”—an explanation which appears itself 
to require explanation. 

Lastly, whatever may be the two covenants implied by the 
word “demise,” Brerr, Arcureatp, and Linpiey, JJ., con- 
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sidered that the word “let” implies the same covenants (Mostyn ~ 
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v. West Mostyn Coal oe 1 ©. P. D., at p- 152, et seq.), while 
Parke, B., consi that “let” implies the same covenant 
that he considered was implied by “demise” (Hart v. Windsor, 
ubi supra). Lord Russztt, OJ., a to be alone in con- 
sidering that the word ‘‘ demise” is n to give rise to 
the implication of the covenant for title. We venture to submit 

that there is no magic in words, and that the mere act of letting 
| creates an agreement or covenant, as the case may be, that the 

lessee may enter and that he shall enjoy the land during the 
~ term that the lessor can lawfully grant. 











AUDITORS AND THE COMPANIES ACTS. 

In the case of the London and General Bank (Limited) the Court 
of Appeal (Linp.eY, Lores, an Y, L.JJ.) have held that an 
auditor of a bank registered under the Companies Acts asa 
Iimitéd company is an officer of the company within the 
1890, and, consequently, subject to the r18q 
court upon a@ summons taken out under that secti By 
section it is provided that where, in the course of the winding 
up of a company, it appears that any promoter, “‘ or any past 
or present sc a manager, liquidator, or other officer of the 
company, has misapplied or retained or become liable or 

accountable for any moneys or property of the company, 2g 
been guilty of any misfeasance or breach of trust in relation 


. the company,” the court may, on_the application of the official 
the company, or of ~~ creditor 


receiver or of the liquidator of 
ent or on of money 


or contributory, compel repa 

or property, or_Tlie contribution of money to the assets 
of the company by way of compensation, Against the in- 
clusion of auditors it was urged that the section only 
— to officers of the company who have had the assets 
of the company under their control, but, as Lruvvzey, L.J., 
pointed out, the earlier part of the section deals specially with 
the case of misapplying or retaining assets; when the section 
goes on to speak of misfeasance or breach of trust in relation 
to the company, no such restriction is contemplated. Without 
reference to the facts of the particular case, which have not yet 
been ‘err into on the appeal, it was said that an auditor 
would clearly be guilty of misf know jerrectly 
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i the case 
task of determining whether the auditors were “ officers ’’ of the 
prime ong Bg « facilitated by reference to section 7 of the Com- 
panies Act, ade - That section requires that once at least in 
every year the accounts of ev ing company regi 

after the pues of the ist a limited company hall be 
examined by an auditor or auditors, who are to be elected 
annually by the company in general meeting. This is the lst 
sub-section. The 8rd and 4th sub-sections shew the status of 
the auditor. The 3rd enacts that ‘‘an auditor on quitting office 
shall be re-eligible,” and the 4th provides for the filling up of 
any casual vacancy in the “‘ office” of auditor. Thus the 

lature treated the ve of auditor as an office in the oy yt 
and it is an easy deduction that the auditors are officers of the 
= a The Oourt of Appeal a affirmed, on this 
point, the decision of Vavenan Wit1aMs, J., and held that the 


— 


auditors of the London and General Bank were rightly pro- 
ceeded against under section 10 > Act of 1890. 
to ies gen 


it must be a 
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y 0 om the articles 
manner in which the auditors appointed and the 
, their emp. ial. An auditor, if he 
treated as an officer, must have a definite status in Feap 






such was not an 
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of the society. It is, perhaps, not easy to apply a similar test 
to Sass of an aullles, aad she tear An er PO 
the mode of his appointment. If in the ordinary way he is 


appointed by the company in eral meeting, he is really 

cepelnied coe ced “een thie Uadabion tal the ial trust 

in him by the shareholders, and the fact that the 

appointment holds for a year, seem to confer on him the 

rank of an off the company, although his duties may be 

compressed into a short space of time at one icular of 
to 


the year. ee rou Fatt with that in the 
majority of cases a ort Within section 10, 








LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


DisTREss.—In Committee on the Distress Bill in the House of 
Commons new clauses were added dealing with unlawful distress, and 
peas Eb gon er! charged under the Act to give evidence on his 
own behalf. The Bill was reported, as amended, to the House. 

Law oF Larceny.—The Larceny Act Amendment Bill has been 
read a second time in the House of Commons. 


DocuMENTARY EvIDENCE.—The Documentary Evidence Bill has 


been read a third time in the House of Commons, 








REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Digest of the Law of Partnership. Incorporating the Partner- 
ship Act, 1890. By Sir F. Pot1ock, , M.A., ., Barrister- 
at-Law. Sixth Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited), 


therein Special 


The Taking of Evidence on Commission. es 
and Examinations 


Examinations, Letters of Request, Mandamus, 
before an Examiner of the Court. By W. E. HumE-WILLiMs, B.A,, 
LL.B., and A, Romer Mackin, B.A., LL.B., Barristers-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

A Handbook of Practical Forms. Containing a Variety of Useful 
and Select Precedents required in Solicitors’ Offices relating to Con- 
, with numerous Variations and Sug- 


= By H. Moore, ~ Third Edition. Revised and Edited 
HERBERT Perctvat, LL.B. (Cantab), Barrister-at-Law. William 
Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Silver Question. to British Trade and Manufactures. 
The Paper by GEorGE JAMIESON, Esq. (H.B.M.’s Consul-General at 
Shanghai, China). T er with two other Papers on the same 
Subject by Tuomas Hotyoake Box (Yokohama) and Davip 
Ocravius Croat (London), Also a Preface and uel by Sir 
Henry M. Mrysry-TuHomson, Bart., M.P.. Effingham Wilson, 

Divorce and ion. Information and ‘moe in Simple 
Form for the General Public. By Srpyey Sr. J. STEADMAN, Solicitor. 
Alexander & Shepheard. 

Kime’s International Law Di . Containing an Adequate 
Representation of selected Leading Practitioners fh most of the 
Principal Towns throughout the Civilized World. With Tel i 
Code and Short Appendix. Edited and compiled by Puitip 
GRABURN Kruz. Bowden, Hudson, & Co. 


CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
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ments under hand only” (the other exceptions are not relevant to | Parliament, will not fail to serve public interests by strenuously and 
t purpose). judiciously opposing the Bill in question. 


my presen’ 
First registration of title under the Act of 1875 may, with the 
vendor’s consent, be obtained by any person who has contracted to 
purchase land for his own benefit. it registration is to be with a 
title, the application is made by leaving in the Land 


(1) A declaration of ownership, according to a printed form which 
icant can fill up, sign, and wake in the registry. 

avi A map of the land, which can be, and usually is, prepared in 

(3) A double folio, which is, in fact, the registered entry, and is 
usually prepared in the me A 
Any unqualified agent would be able to attend with the pur- 
chaser, pre pera instruct him to fill up No. 1, or even fill it up 
himself, making no charge for so doing. He would not thereby be 
within the section and liable to a pout. 

Nor would he be liable to any penalty for examining and passing 
the title prior to registration, either himself or by some competent 
clerk ; for no instrument has to be drawn or prepared for this pur- 


pose. 

Transfers or mortgages of registered land will not present much 
more difficulty. The register can be searched by anyone on pro- 
——s a written authority from the registered proprietor, or an 
official search will, on like authority, be made by an official of the 
registry. The transfer or mortgage could not be prepared for fee 
or reward by an unqualified agent, but as these are but printed forms 
supplied in the registry, the agent can easily instruct the applicant 

* how to fill them up, or can fill them up himself without charge, 
accepting as remuneration a commission on the loan. 

The protection to solicitors has hitherto lain in the fact that a deed 
of conveyance or of mortgage, involving skilled preparation, has been 
necessary, but this will, under a system of dealings by printed forms 
— by an official, be no longer required. 

n ordinary cases of purchase or mortgage the intervention of a 
solicitor will no longer be necessary, though in all other dealings 
with land it will no doubt be impossible to dispense with his 
services. 

Solicitors may validly object to the proposed measure for making 
registration of title compulsory on the ground that without any 
compensation it will interfere with, if not destroy, the privileges 
with which Parliament has entrusted them, and for which they have 
paid. But the public objections to the measure are so numerous 
and grave that there is no reason for insisting on merely professional 
—- which would certainly not find favour with the House of 

minons. Personally, therefore, I think that the course taken by 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society is wise, and ought to be 
strongly supported. ANOTHER SOLICITOR. 


The following letter has been addressed by Mr. W. J. Fraser, 
solicitor, of 2, Soho-square, London, to several members of Parlia- 
ment :— 

LanD TRANSFER BIL. 


Once again I have to call your attention, as one of your constituents 
— supporters, to this Bill in the House of Commons from the House 
° Leste 


I beg earnestly to desire that you will offer it every opposition in 
your power, directed, of course, with reasonable prudence. 

If the scheme of the Bill is a really righteous and proper scheme, 
it needs no compulsion to induce the public to give it a fair trial. I 
should not object to the measure if I were satisfied that it would 
meet the public needs and remedy any existing grievances. 

It will most seriously interfere with and prejudice that reasonable 
power, which owners of freehold and leasehold property at present 
enjoy, of making their own arrangements with regard to their 
property, without the annoyance, delay, and publicity arising from 

ving such proceedings conducted through a public department. 

I have had exyer‘ence of the existing Land Registry, and I am able 
to say as the result that it is productive of considerable delay, annoy- 
ance, and vexation. 

The only result-of the Bill, if passed, will be to create a large public 
department for the management of business, which can be much more 
successfully and advantageously managed under the existing system, 
than in the manner — 

Both the present Lord Chancellor and his predecessor are common 
law lawyers, without the slightest experience with regard to con- 
wget mentions in their practical working. 

cials of the Land Registry Department are naturally 

that their office does not attract more custom, but the 

reason is that it does not meet the public want, and it will be a 
monstrous shame and injustice to make the system in any sense 


com . 
T earnestly trust that you, in conjunction with other members of 





Regretting very much the necessity of having to trouble you, and I 
would not do so except from a high sense of duty, 
I remain, 
Yours most faithfully, 
W. J. FRASER. 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
ORDERS OF TRANSFER. 
Orper or Court. 
Tuesday, the 30th day of April, 1895. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before Mr. Justice 
Chitty, Mr. Justice North, Mr. Justice Stirling, and Mr. Justice 
Romer respectively, it is expedient that a portion of the causes 
assigned to Mr. Justice Chitty, Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice 
Stirling should, for the purpose only of hearing or of trial, be trans- 
ferred to Mr. Justice Romer; now I, the Right Honourable Farrer, 
Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby 
order that the several causes and matters set forth in the schedules 
hereto be accordingly transferred from the said Mr. Justice Chitty, 
Mr. Justice North, and Mr. Justice Stirling to Mr. Justice Romer for 
the purpose only of hearing or of trial, and be marked in the cause 
books accordingly. And this order is to be drawn up by the 
registrar, and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice, 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Currry. 
1894, 


In re Dege’s Patent, dated Jan. 17, 1894, No. 1,051, and Patents, 
Designs, &c, Act, 1883 Petition of Hammond & Co, ld Dec 4 


1895. 


Henderson v Montague Norton v Montague 1894 H 1,989 Feb 11 

West v Neesham 1894 W 3,969 Feb 12 

In re Pearson Pearson v Brook 1894 P 602 Feb 19 

Lilley v Buckle 1894 L 2,714 Feb 19 

Snuggs v Seyd & Kelly’s Credit Index Co, ld 
Feb 20 

Assets Realization Co, ld v Trustees, Executors, 
Insurance Corpn,ld 1894 A 1,163 Feb 20 

The Patent Stopper Box and Stamp Co ld v The Mint, Birmingham 
ld 1894 P 2,131 Feb 22 

President, &c, of Middlesex Hospital v Gole 1894 M _ 3,217 
March 1 

Gould v Coaks 1894 G 408 March 1 

Birch v Tipton Moat CollieryCo, 1d 1894 B 3,368 March 4 

Page v Grierson 1894 P 2,599 March 4 

In re Vickers, Phenna v 8 1894 V 824 March 7 


1894 §S_ 1,785 


and Securities 


Kearton v The Swaledale Wensleydale Banking Co 1894 K 
695 March 7 

Wilson v Read 18941 W 3,695 March 11 

In re Shaw Garnett vTennant 1894 S 4,526 March 12 

Marquis of Anglesey v Cope 1894 A 1,510 March 12 

Macdonald vHooley 1894 M 1,930 March 14 

Rooke v Dawson 1894 R 2,260 March 15 

St George’s Engineering Co, ld vy Kent 1894 8 1,201 March 15 

Culverhouse v ested Vestry 1893 C 4,499 March 15 


Powell vy Wedderburn 1894 P 3,174 March 16 

Master and Fellows of Gonville and Caius College, Cambridge v Bol- 
ton 1895 G 2 March 16 

Thomas v Thomas (Cardiff D R) 1894 T 1,170 March 19 — 

Cresswell v Brighton & Hove Co-operative Supply Association, ld 
1894 C 8,950 March 21 

Gratrex-Davies v Davies 1894 G 2,058 March 22 

Barrow v Glyn Mills, Currie & Co 1894 B 4,527 March 23 

Fearnley v Curry 1895 F 6 March 23 

Wordsworth v Lacey 1894 W 1,977 March 26 

Sedger v Lowenfeld 1895 S 169 March 28 

In re J Noble, dec Smith v Garstang (claim of Miss Gates) April 2 

Hendon Union Rural Sanitary Authority v British Land Co (Ad- 
journed Summons) April 3 

ollis v Besch 1894 O 1,179 April 4 

Singer Manufacturing Co v King’s Universal Supply, ld 1894 8 
3,758 April 9 

Herriman v List 1894 H 4,042 April 9 

Wanklyn v Kerosene Co, 1d 1894 W 3,456 April 10 

Whieldon v Cuthcart 1894 W 2,311 April 11 

Roberts v Roberts 1895 R 113 April 26 


Be 
es 








es2 


eth tiae Boat gee 









rN 


le 


to 





Mey 4, 8. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 











SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr, Justice NorTH. 
1894, 


Hesketh v Stratford-on-Avon, Towcester, & Midland Junction Ry 
Co 1893 8 3,333 July 18 

Shrewsbury & Talbot S T Cab, &c., Co v Sterckx 1894 8 1,058 
October 31 

Somes (trading, &c) v Scott Bros 1894 8 237 Nov2 

Homes v Williams 1894 H 1,890 Nov2 

White v. Hilton 1894 W 1,771 Nové 

Bailey v Lund 1894 B 2,795 Nov 13 

Harding v Corporation of Exeter 1894 H 1,796 Nov 16 

Paterson v Anglo-Italian Hemp Spinning Co ld 1894 P 263 
Nov 16 

Aynsley v Johnson 1894 A 183 Nov 20 

Springett v Brown 1894 8 2,596 Nov 21 


1895. 


1893 8 147 Jan 8 

Millington v Millington 1894 M 3,255 Febé 

James v Sinclair 1894 J 1,280 Feb6 

Earl of Shrewsbury v Wirrall Railways Committee 1895 S 17 
Feb 7 

The 8 S White Dental Manufacturing Co v Ash & Sonsild 1894 8 
1,644 Feb 8 

Webber v Miles 1894 W 2,415 Feb 11 

The Mayor, &c, of Southend, Essex v Ramuz 
Feb 11 

Hayes v The Puncture Proof Pneumatic Tyre Co,ld 1894 H 2,623 
Feb 13 

Lewis v Thompson 


Smith v Bradley 


1894 8 2,954 


1894 L 299 Feb 14 

Rogers v Taylor 1894 R 1,078 Feb 19 

Lacey vSinclair 1894 L 2,871 Feb 19 

Smith v Allen 1894 S 4,187 Feb 20 

Birkin & Co v Pratt, Hurst & Co,ld 1894 B 2,999 Feb 21 

Fosterv Thomas 1894 F 1,646 Feb 22 

Lands Allotment Co, 1d (in liquidation) v Broad 1894 L 1,511 
Feb 28 

Ind, Coope & Co, 1d v Mee 1894 I 1,900 March 2 

Raithby, Lawrence & Co, ld vHilton 1894 R 2,199 March 2 

Ogilvie v Littleboy 1894 O 981 March 6 

Beldam v Beldam 1894 B 3,324 March 8 

In re Burton Burton v Barton 1894 B 5,439 March 7 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice STIRLING. 


1895. 
Pink v Crescens, Robinson, & Co, 1d 1894 P 1,708 Jan 29 
Midland Ry Cov Tugby 1895 M 185 FebS 
Jenkins v Jacobs 1894 J 1,271 Feb16 
In re Walsh Fairburn v Walsh 1894 W 3,880 Feb 20 
Hockey v Seyd & Kelly’s Credit, &c,Co 1894 H 1,562 
Thatcher v Bell 1894 T 2,000 Feb 23 
Pippet v Thomson 1894 P 2,514 Feb 23 
Cox v King 1894 C 4,360 March 2 
Whiting & Sons, ld v Phillipe & Son, ld 1894 T 1,488 March 8 
Mason v Mawson 1894 3,601 March 8 
Broderik v Lodge 1894 B 4,366 March 9 
Johnstone v Pope 1894 J 1,921 March 9 
Aillud v Beacon 1894 A _ 1,572 March 12 
In re Gale Gale v Oldershaw 1894 G 1,131 
Hindson v Ashby 1894 H 3,703 March 30 
Clarke v Hargrove 1893 C 1,899 March 30 
Wenkheim v Yung 1895 W 728 April 1 
Benshimol v Marcus 1894 B 5,701 April 3 
Last v Last 1894 L 2,625 April 4 
Bocquet v Bocquet 1894 B 4,851 April 5 


Feb 20 


March 22 


HERscuHEtt, C. 





List of the actions transferred on the 30th of April, 1895, to Mr. Justice 
Romer, placed as they appear in the cause book :— 





Hesketh v_ Stratford-upon-Avon, | Springett v Brown 
Towcester, and Midland Junc- | Re Dege’s Patent, dated 17th Jan., 
tion Railway Co 1894 No. 1,051, and Patents, 
Shrewsbury and Talbot S. T. Cab, Designs, &c, Act Petition of 
&c, Co v Sterckx Hammond & Co, ld 
Somes (trading, &c) v Scott Bros Smith v Bradley 
Holmes v Williams Pink v Crescens, Robineon & Co, 1d 
White v Hilton Millington v Millington 
Bailey v Lund James v Sinclair 
H v tion of Exeter Earl of Shrewsbury v Wirral] Rail- 
Paterson v Anglo-Italian Hemp ways Committee 
Spinning Co, ld 8. 8. White Dental Manufacturinz 
Aynsley vy Johnson |. Cov Ash & Sons, ld 
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Midland Rail Cov 
—— + fusing, orton v 


ontague & Sons, ld v Philippe & 
Webber v Miles Son, 
of Southend, Essex v Ramuz | Mason v Mawson 
West v Neesham Broderick v Lodge 
Hayes v Puncture Proof Pneumatic | Johnstone v Pope 
. Wilson v Read 

pee thay ee 
enkins v Marquis of Anglesey v 
Re Pearson, Pearson v Brook Aillud v Beacon 
Lilley v B Macdonald v Hooley 
Rogers v Taylor Rooke v Dawson 
Lacey v Sinclair St. George’s Engineering Oo, ld v 
Sn v Seyd & Kelly’s Credit Kent 

a Culverhouse v Hampstead Vestry 
Smith v Allen Powell v Wedderburn 
Assets Realization Co, 1d v Trustees, | Master, &c, of Caius College, Cam- 
Executors, and bridge, v Bolton 

ance Thomas v Thomas 
Hocuy' = Sapa & Kemps Oni] aoeabien Ba wean 

v r 

pw nip Rec oly a Gratrex-Davies v 
Birkin & Co v Pratt, Hirst, & Co,| Re Gale, Gale vy Oldershaw 
Pate t Stopper Box and Stamp Co, Pounney 4 Cony — 
ten: . v 

id v Mint. Birmingham, ld * Wordsworth v Lacey 
Foster v Thomas oe 
Thatcher v Bell 


Pippett v Thomson 
Lands Allotment Co, ld (in liquida- | Wenkheim v 


tion) v 
President, &c, of Middlesex Hospital 
v Gole 


Gould v Coaks 
Ind, Coope, & Co, ld v Mee 








Raithby, Lawrence, & Co, ld v| Ollis v Besch 
PR Last v Last 
v King Bocquet v Bocq’ 

Birch v Tipton Moat Colliery Co, ld we Coy "s 
P + Gakaoes sit niversal y, 
Ogiivie v Littleboy Herriman v 
a Vesey Toe * Se bo asbhy «ar meade 
Kearton v Swaledale and Wensley- v 

dale Banking Co Roberts v 

Orper or Court. 
Saturday, the 27th of A 1895. 

I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor Gn at Brian, do 

heneby coder thet te Ses ereeees eee a 


erred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
: Scuxputs. 
Mr. Justice Noxru (1894—H—No. 2,386). 


Between William Tinker Hick (plaintiff) and the Eastern Empire Music 
Hall Limited (defendant). H 





CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
KELLY v, METROPOLITAN RAILWAY 00.—No. 1, 24th April. 


Practice—Costs—Action rounpep oN Tort—Pxznsonat muury To Pas- 
SENGER ON Rar.way—Neoiicence or Ramtway Company—Lass THAN 
£50 Recoversp—County Courts Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 43), s. 116. 


A from chambers. The action was brought in the Court to 
rer damages for personal injuries. The statement of 
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have been some misapprehension as to what was decided in the case of 
rv. M ter, Shefficld, and Lincolnshire Railway Co., to which I was 
a party. e plain in the presen fe was @ passenger on the 
defendants’ railway, and whilst lawfully riding in one of their carriages, 
was injured by its being negligently run into a dead end by the defend- 
ants’ driver. It has been thought by the master and Day, J., that, 
because the negligence consisted in the omission of the driver to turn off 
steam, this constituted a misfeasance or omission within what was said 
in the above-mentioned case, and as the plaintiff had recovered £25 and 
no more, he was only entitled to county court costs. I am clearly of 
opinion that this is not what was decided, nor is any such statement to be 
found in the judgment. The distinction between acts of commission and 
easance and acts of omission an nee does not depend on 
hether a tiver or signa C =i 










mn 







Ww. man of a dé ompany_has negligently 
on steam or negligently @ signal, or whether he has negli- 
om o the one or t The distinction is this : if the 


of complain or an act of omission or nonfeasance, which, 
without proof of a contract to do what has been left undone, would not 
give rise to any cause of action at all, because no duty apart from contract 
to do what is complained of exists, then the action is founded upon con- 
tract and not upon tort ;_if on the other hand, the relation of the biantt 
d the defendants be suc iat_a@ duty arises from the relation only, 
oa tive of contract, to take due care, and the defendants gli 
pent, Then the a On Is One Of vo t aS Bards né 
Acts and costs th aid down in the above-mentioned case. 
Rieny, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Kemp, Q.C., and Cagney; J. Lawson 
Walton, Q.C., and G. Elliott. So.tcrrors, B. H. Van Tromp; C. A. Mason. 
{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 
















THE HUDDERSFIELD BANKING CO. (LIM.) v. HENRY LISTER & SON 
(LIM.)—No. 2, 26th, 27th, and 29th Apri). 
ConsENT Onver—Mistake—ACKEEMENT. 
This was an appeal from the decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (reported 
ante, p. 44). The action was brought by the above-named bank for a 
declaration that a certain arrangement for the sale of certain looms, an 


eir assen such arrangement and to an order of the 17th of October, 
ad be g Satake as erial fe 














1897, were agre ven under a mistake as to material facts, and 
that such mistake was caused by the wrongful acts of persons in the 
_, employment o Official receiver, and that the looms belonged to them ; 
and they also asked for an order that so much of the said order 


4 


of the 17th of October, 1892, as contained their consent should be 
set aside, and that the proceeds of the sale of the looms belonged to 
them. The circumstances which led to the present action were the 
following: An action was brought against the defendant company in 
March, 1892, by debenture-holders, and the liquidator of the defendant 
company, which was then in liquidation, was appointed receiver for the 
debenture-holders. The bank, the plaintiffs in the present action, who 
were not parties to the debenture-holders’ action, claimed certain looms in 
the mills occupied by the company as mo’ ees under certain mort- 
gages by which, as they alleged, they had become entitled to all fixed 
plantand machinery on the premises. The debenture-holders contended 
that the looms in question were loose chattels, and comprised in their 
security and not in the mortgage to the bank. To determine this ques- 
tion a summons was taken out in the debenture-holders’ action, upon 
which the bank appeared, and on the of October, 1892, an order was 
made, with the consent of the bank, that the looms should be sold, and 
the proceeds of the sale thereof paid to the receiver for the debenture- 
holders. The looms were thereupon sold and the proceeds paid to the 
receiver. It appeared from the evidence that prior to the 17th of October, 
1892, the looms were inspected by the agents of the bank and of the 
receiver, and were found to be, in fact, not affixed to the freehold, and 
when the order of that date was made neither the bank nor the receiver 
were aware that they had ever been affixed to the freehold. The bank, 


ultimately thig_action was brought against the com the official 
ure-holders. Vaughan Williams, J., held that 


i the sale, discovered that the looms had in fact been so affixed, and 


| 


receiver, and the de 

the plaintilfs were entitled to the relief they claimed, and made the order 

asked for. 

Tux Covrr (Linpiey, Lorzs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
er has been made ti 


a ° 
Thi ardships held the b ian 




















tliat as in the pra as proved that the agree > 
parties was based upon a mistake common to them both—namely, a belief 
that the looms in question neve n allixed to the freehold — 
upon that mistake being discovered the order founded upon it could be set 
aside. Their lordships also held that there had been no compromise of 
disputed rights prior to the order in question, and affirmed the decision of 
Vaughan Williains, J.—Counset, Farwell, Q.C., and Sheldon; Cooper 
Witlis, Q.C., and Kershaw, Q.C. Soxscrrors, Ramsden, Ratcliffe, § Co., for 
Ramsden, Sykes, § Ramsden, Huddersfield; Iliffe, Henley, $ Sweet, for 
Laycock, Dyson, § Laycock, Huddersfield. 


[Reported by Wa. Scorr Taompson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re DENSHAM & SONS’ TRADE-MARK—No. 2, 30th April. 


Taapg-mank — Reoisrer —‘* Mazawatrer’? — Motion to Expuncr — 
Parents, Designs, anv Trape-Marks Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 57), 
8. 64; 1888 (51 & 52 Vicr. c. 50), s. 10. 

Appa fom Romer, J. In 1887 Densham & Sons registered the word 

e wattee ’’ as a trade-mark for tea, and in 1890 they registered the 

same word for all the goods in class 42 except tea. In 1893 A. H. Deakin 











gare notice of motion to rectify the register of trade-marks by expunging 
§ mark. appeared from evidence of the respondents, Densham 
Sons, that the Seal ** mazawattee’’ was arrived at in the following 
manner. The Hindoo word ‘‘mazadhar,” meaning “luscious,” was 
combined with the Cingalese word ‘‘ wattee,’’ meaning ‘‘ ,” to form 
the word ‘‘ mazadharwattee,’’ and then, at the suggestion of the printer, 
the “dhar’’ was struck out, leaving ‘‘ mazawattee.’”” Romer, held 
that the word was not deceptive or descriptive, and refused the motion to 
rectify. Deakin appealed. Counsel for the appellant referred to Re Van 
Duzer (35 W. R. 294, 34 Ch. D. 623), Re Jackson § Co. (60 L. T. N.S. 93), 
and Re Vignier (61 L. T. N. 8. 495), and contended that the mark was 
neither a “fancy word ’’ under the Act of 1883 nor an “invented word”’ 
under the Act of 1888. 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Livptey, L J., said it was contended that the word was not a “‘ fancy 
word not in common use.” It was clearly not in common use, and if it 
was not a ‘fancy word’’ his reve J did not know what could be a 
‘* fancy word.’’ As to the Act of 1888 he had said enough about the word 
being an ‘‘ invented word.”” Then was it a word having reference to the 
character or quality of the goods? His lordship thought it was childish 
to say that it had. It was not their business to fritter away Acts of 
Parliament, but if this word was not good he defied anyone to find a 
‘* fancy word’’ or an “‘ invented word.’’ 

Lorzs, L.J., concurred. He said the cases had gone quite far enough, 
and was of opinion that ‘‘ mazawattee’’ was in no sense anything but a 
** fancy word.”’ . 

Kay, L.J., concurred.—Counsgi, Moulton, Q.@, Hopkinson, Q.C., and 
J. Cutler ; Sir R. Webster, Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., Neville, Q.C., and 
Sebastian. Souicrrors, Ernest Salaman, Fort, § Co. ; Wynne-Baxter § Keeble. 


{Reported by Anno.p Gioven, Barrister-at-Law. } 


STEPHENS v. GREEN; GREEN v. KNIGHT—No. 2, 26th April. 


INcUMBRANCE—PRIORITY—ASSIGNMENTS BY BENEFICIARY UNDER DERIVATIVE 
Wut—Sror Orper mw Suir ApMINIsTERING OnicInAL Witt—Norice To 
Trustes or Derivative WIL. 


Appeal from a decision of Stirling, J., given on the 18th of December. 
This was a petition for the payment out of a fund in court to the credit 
of an unt in ° ° 8 was O 
administration of the estate of the Rev. Henry Green, who died in 1841, 
leaving three children, one son and two daughters, surviving. By his will, 
dated the 13th of A t, 1836, Henry Green gave to his trustees therein- 
named the residue of estate upon trust (in the events that happened) 
to raise and eet apart a sum of £3,500 to be held upon trust for each of 
his daughters and her issue, and the testator thereby provided that in 
case either of his said daughters should die without leaving children who 
should attain the age of twenty-one years, the share of each daughter so 
dying, should go unto and equally between his son and his surviving 
daughter and her children. Penelope Aun Helicar, one of the testator’s 
daughters, died in 1888 leaving issue. Alicia Helicar, the other daughter, 
died in 1849 without having had any issue. Henry Armel Green, the son 
of the testator, Henry Green, died on the 25th of April, 1866, having, by 
his will, dated the 10th of October, 1862, bequeathed his residuary estate 
to J. W. Knight upon trust for his sons upon attaining twenty- 
one years and his daughters upon attaining that age or - 
ing, in equal shares, and the testator py J. W. Knight 
executor of his will. The suit of Green v. Knight was instituted to admin- 
ister the estate of Henry Armel Green. Henry Armel Green left two 
sons and a daughter, Alice Beatrice Joan Green, who, on the 13th of 
May, 1878, while an infant and a ward of court, married John O° Connor. 
No settlement was executed prior to the , but, subsequently, 
viz., on the 22nd of June, 1878, an indenture of settlement was executed 
whereby certain funds therein-mentioned were assigned to trustees upon 
certain trusts for the benefit of Mr. and Mrs. O’Connor, and the latter 
covenanted with the trustees, so as to bind her separate estate, 
that all real and personal property, if any, not thereinbefore 
settled to which she was then entitled or to which she or her 
husband in her right at any time during coverture should become 
entitled should be settled upon similar trusts. By a deed dated the 25th of 
October, 1883, Mr. and Mrs. O’Connor assigned all the share to which 
Mrs. O’Connor or Mr. O’Connor in her right was then, or might thereafter, 
become entitled under the will of Henry Armel Green to the Mutual Life 
Assurance Society by way of mo to secure £400. On the 5th of 
November, 1883, the society obtained a stop order in Stephens v. Green 
upon the fund to the credit of an account in that suit entitled ‘ the 
account of the legacies to the testator’s daughters and their children.” 
On the 14th of December, 1883, the trustees of Mre. O’Connor’s orgy 4 
settlement obtained in the same suit a stop order on the same fund, On 
the 16th of January, 1884, the trustees gave notice of the settlement to 
Selina Knight, who, being the sole executrix of the will of J. W. Knight 
(who died in 1878), had became the legal personal representative of Henry 
Armel Green. No stop order was ever obtained in Green v. Knight. 
Under these circumstances Stirling, J., held that the stop order obtained 
by the society was insufficient to deprive the trustees of the settlement of 
the priority to which their settlement was entitled by virtue of its earlier 
date. The society appealed, and contended that the stop order obtained 
by them gave them priority over the trustees of the settlement. Upon this 
point they relied upon Re Booth (1 W. R. 444).. They also contended 
that the settlement was post-nuptial and voluntary and conferred no title 
on peers gy For the trustees the case of Holt v. Dewell (4 Hare, 446) 
was on. 


Tue Cover (Lanpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Linpiey, L.J., said the authorities were not in harmony. 
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general principle as to ‘the priority of incumbrances was laid 
Loveridge v. Cooper (3 Russ. 1), which settled that where there were 
aSsignments that one obtained priority 


BO 
In 


down in 
8 vario' 


















ne tan assigned pecan 
the present case, who 
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5 and distribute them-:~ , business 
en efinitely, © persons whose duty it was to 
distribute the fund. The trustees of the m settlement gave notice 
to the son’s legal personal resentative and thereby gained priority. 
That was quite consistent with Mutual Life Assurance Society v. Langley 
(32 Ch. D. 460), and was in accordance with Holt v. Dewell. But it was 
said that notice should be given to the trustees of the whole fund, and Re 
Booth and Bridge v. Beadon (15 W. R. 527, L. R. 3 Eq. 664), were relied on. 
{His lordship referred to those cases and to the statement of law in Lewin 
on Trusts (8th ed., p. 709)]. He thought that view of the law was not 
sound, and would throw a very onerous burden upon trustees, one that 


would make their position perfectly intolerable, and shocking to 

contemplate. It was wrong in principle as well. The the sto) 

order was not to convert the trustees of the father’s to or 
the order. He thought that ng, J., was t, 


thé person 
an Vv. Dewell was sounder than Re Booth and Bridge v. Beadon. 
As to the question of the settlement being voluntary, he was unable to 
say that it was. Under the circumstances there was ample consideration, 
and he did not doubt that a court of equity would grant specific 
performance of the covenant to settle after-acquired property. The 
appeal must be dismissed, with costs. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsg., Farwell, Q.C., and Kirby ; 
Grosvenor Woods, Q.C., and Cordery. Soxicrrors, Burchell § Co. ; Woodroffe 
§ Burgess. 

F (Reported by Arnvotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law.} 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re LINDSAY AND FORDER’S CONTRACT—Nortk, J., 25th April. 
VENDOR AND PurcHASER—MISLEADING PLAN ATTACHED TO PARTICULARS. 


4 .. This was a summon, ct, 1874, under 
the following circumstances :—A con‘ was on the of August, 
1894, for the sale to the purchaser of two lots at an auction. Attached to 
the particulars was a plan with the marginal note: ‘‘ This plan is simply 
prepared as a guide to intending purchasers, and its accuracy in re to 
area, measurement, abuttals, or otherwise is in no way guaranteed.’’ 
The whole of the vendor’s property was divided into four lots and coloured 
red on the plan, including the 4 feet at the rear of the lote intended to be 
made into a path, but the measurement was put on the plan as 98 feet in 
depth, it being in fact 134 feet. The particulars stated that “‘ a right of way 
will be granted to every purchaser over the path at the back.” In 
condition 8 it was provided that every conveyance was to contain a 
covenant by each purchaser to pay a fair proportion of the cost of main- 
taining the path at the rear of each lot and of the gate enclosing the 
same. The question was whether the soil of the path was to be conveyed 
to the purchaser. In the correspondence the vendor alleged that he was 
only bound to convey to the purchaser land 98 feet in width, but his counsel 
offered to convey the whole of the land up to 4 feet from the 
boundary. 


Nortu, J., held that the purchaser 
4 feet on whic 













y; pu chaser 0) the 
he purchasers were entitled to 
NSEL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and 
Sorrcrrors, Ravenscroft, Hills, § Wood- 


: desire any right of wa: 
an absolute conveyance of the whole.— 


Fellows ; 8. Hall, Q.C., and Duka. 
ward ; Morgans § Harrison. 


{Reported by G. B. Hamrnrow, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re OTWAY, OTWAY v. OTWAY—Stirling, J., 24th and 25th April. 


Wut — Forrerrurs CLravse—Worps ‘ Liastze To Be. Derrivep’’— 
MEANING oF. 


The summons in this case raised the question whether Harold E. Otway, 
one of the sons é testatrix, had incurred a forfeiture of his life 
interest under the terms of the will. The testatrix, Mrs. Otway, left 
certain property upon trust to pay the income thereof to her husband for 
his life, and after his death she gave a certain share to her son, Harold E. 
Otway, for his life, but that life interest was made subject to a proviso for 
the determination of it in the following words: ‘‘ That if the said H. 
E. Otway should at any time become bankrupt, or assign, or attempt to 
secign, or incumber, or anticipate, the income directed to be 
to him, or do or suffer any act or thing whereby either directly 
or by operation of law he would be deprived, or be liable to 
be deprived, of the beneficial is afeoory thereof, then the trustees 
should apply the income, or such part as they should think fit, 
for the benefit of the said H. E. Otway, his wife and children, in manner 
therein mentioned.’’ The testatrix died in the year 1855. Her husband 
survived her and died on the 10th of November, 1894. The present 
summons was taken out by the trustees of the will on the 7th of January, 
1895, under the following circumstances: On the 6th of October, 1834, 
Harold E. Otway was served with a bankruptcy notice niring him to 
satisfy a judgment debt which had been recovered ponds’ ang e failed 
to satisfy it, and on the 26th of October a petition in bankruptcy was 





ted against him, based on such default, That was 
Carre eee aren kis tether, the tenant for hile. On the aad of 
December a second bankruptcy creditor, 
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the was 
determinable was his bankruptcy. 
Srinao, J plated out thet the Court of in dismissing the 
lordshi A prey bape tip opel - » mmast 
0 he 
be read as including acts which, so far as the person who commits them is 
concerned, put it out of his power to have any voice in the matter, and 
leave it to’a court of justice to say whether he is or is not to be deprived, 


and that the act of followed as 
petitions, was an act arr ee Harold E. 
of the beneficial enjoyment 


FoF 
i 
pes? 
a 


Jan r 
his lordship’s opinion, still oe 
from the eath of the tenant for .—Counsz., Brinton ; Buckley, Q.C., 
and Hart ; Costelloe; Methold. Sorsctrors, Ellis ¢ Ellis ; Mishael Abraham 
$ Sons ; Lumley § Lumley ; The Official Solicitor. 

[Reported by W. Scorr Tuomrsoy, Barrister-at-Law.) 


THE ENGLISH AND AMERICAN MACHINERY 00. v. THE CAMPBELL 
MACHINE CO.—Stirling, J., 26th April. 

Pracrice—R. 8. C., XI., 1 (r)—Laavz to serve Notice or Warr ovr or 
JURISDICTION—MOTION TO SBT ASIDE. 







On 0 


States of A’ 
11th of August, 1894, a 


r. 1 (f), by the plaintiffs for leave to serve notice in lieu of 
jurisdiction, the court made " 
r. 1 (f), gives power to the court 
of a writ or notice of writ w ‘any injunction is sought as to anything 
not also sought in reopoct Sheree”, "1 appeared 
not sought in respec ° 
in question were granted on the 28th 

on the 28th of October, 1894, 
the date of the order giving the leave above mentioned. 
of their letters patent complained of by the plaintiffs was 
defendants of certain bootmaking machines, some 
been sold by them in fend ooviens to ES ae From that date, 
however, the defendants not sold any of machines rye 
but they had entered into an agreement with a 
Boot and Shoe Co., one of the terms of which was 
were to supply the latter com; = eee eee —— 
the plain to be an pers sabe ge their Pape 
machines being delivered and paid for in 
machines passed a 


11, the case where an injunction was hat 
mean ? She ee Se eee an injunction 
in order to come under the rule? 
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claimed in good faith. If any authority were wanted for that conclusion, 
it was to be found in the case of De Bernales v. New York Herald (1893, 2 
Q. B., note on p. 97). In the présent case the Mere statement ot the dates 
shewed that the real object of the action was the recovery of damages, and 
that the injunction was asked for merely to bring the case within order 11. 
An injunction might, of course, have been granted cr parte, if a proper 
case had been made out, but in his lordship’s opinion no such case could 
have been made out, as there was clearly no intention on the part of the 
defendants to infringe in England in the future. Therefore, the case did 
not fall within ord. 11, r. 1 (f), and the writ ought never to have been 
issued. Plaintiffs were seeking a remedy for a past tort, and therefore 
his lordship discharged the order of the 11th of August, 1894. 

His lordship desired to add that some remarks had been made in the 
course of the hearing as to the hardship suffered by the plaintiffs under 
the circumstances, and he sympathized with those remarks. As the rules 

son residing out of the jurisdiction could commit & 

! njured thereby could pot sue him. A rem dy bad n pro- 

t y drawn up and approved, but was 

rescinded for reasons which his lordship would not go into; but at the 

same time, his lordship wished to say that the case which he had just 

was one of the injustices resulting from the rescission in question. 

—Counsg., Fletcher Moulton, Q.C., and A. J. Walter ; Sir Richard Webster, 

Q.C., and Roger Wallace, Soricrrors, Crowders § Vizard ; Wilson, Bristows, 
$ Carpmael, 
















[Reported by Arruur Morton, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WILMER v. M‘NAMARA & CO.—Stirling, J., 5th and 26th April. 


CoMpANY—APPLICATION TO RESTRAIN PAYMENT OF Divip—END—DEPRECIATION 
1n GoopWILL AND LEASEHOLD Property. 















80 from ng or ng any dividen 
Janc—T89t—The real chlor of the action, 
®, was to ascertain whether or not the dividend 
ally paid. e defendant company was formed 
nm 18 e and develop a carriers’ business previously known as 
Arthur M‘Namara & Co., and to carry on the business of general carriers 
of mails, parcels, goods, &c. The capital of the company was £120,000, 
divided into 12,000 shares of £10 each, 7,000 of which were preference 
sbare, carrying a fixed preferentiul cumulative dividend at the rate of 
8 per cent. per annum, and the remaining 5,000 were ordinary shares, 
the holders thereof dividing all surplus profits after payment of the said 
preferential dividend. By an agreement dated the 8th of July, 1887, the 
com to purchase the business in question, including the good- 
will, leasehold premises, horses, vans, plant, &c., thereunto belonging, for 
the sum of £54,000 in cash and 5,000 ordinary shares, which were to be 
deemed fully paid up. The 7,000 preference shares were offered to 
and taken up by the public, being fully paid up in cash, the vendors 
receiving their purchase-money (£54,000) thereout. At the end of the first 
year of the ag ag existence (the 30th of June, 1888) an allowance of 
£3,810 was made in the accounts for depreciation in the value of the 
i will, and plant, and in each of the following years up to and 
including 1891 an allowance of £2,000 was made forthe like purpose. In 1892, 
however, the allowance in respect of this account was only £250; but in 
all of these years there were substantial charges against income for van- 
maintenance, horres, and repairs to buildings. A valuation made for the 
year ending the 30th of June, 1893, shewed assets about £62,800, goodwill 
£20,000, and liabilities £12,400, leaving a balance of £70,400. No dividend 
was either declared or paid in this year. For the year ending the 30th 
of June, 1894, a like valuation shewed a balance of £76,250, the profit and 
loss account on that year’s working shewing a balance of £5,816 12s. 6d. 
to the good. By a resolution passed at a meeting of the company held on 
the 11th of September, 1894, it was resolved that the said sum of 
£5,816 12s. 6d. should be applied in payment of a dividend to the pre- 


ference shareholders. This was a motion by the ordinary shareholders to 
restrain the directors of the company from acting upon the said resolution, 
oss of capital had been made up no dividends 

The company was solvent, and the subject in dispute 
olders alone. scheme had been prepared for the 
e capital of the Company, but it had fallen through. The 
was whether or not the proposed dividend could be lawfully 
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Srretine, J. [after stating the facts as above set out, delivered a reserved 
judgment as follows :—].—The nominal share capital of the defendant 
company amounts to £120,000, and the assets at the date of the last 
valuation fell short of that sum by over £43,000. Of the capital, however, 
ouly £70,000 was received in cash, the remaining £50,000 being paid over 
to the vendors in the form of 5,000 ordinary shares of £10 each, fully paid, 
in part payment of the purchase-money due to them. Under these cir- 
cumstances the decision in the case of Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (37 
W. R. 247, 41 Ch. D. 1) applies to this éxtent—T-., that dividons ma 
be paid although the assets are not sufficient to make up the coca 

re : ! - Seyond this, however, 

) , for in that case the aseets of the company were 
in question of greater value than they were at the date of 
the formation of the company. In a later case, however, Verner v. 
Investment Trust (1894, 2 Ch. 239) the Court of Appeal laid down 






ether a dividend might or might not be paid by a 
pore sf regard was to be had to the constitution of the company and its 
Lindley, U.J., at page 265 says: ‘‘A company may be formed 
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upon the principle that no dividend shall be declared unless the capital is : 


may contract with its creditors to keep 
value, but in the absence of some special 
article or contract, there is no law to this effect.’ Here there is no such 
contract with creditors, and it is, therefore, only necessary to consider 
the articles of association, which closely resemble those in Table 
A to the Companies Act, 1862. Article 117 provides that “no 
dividend shall payable except out of profits arising out of 
the business of the company.” What are these profits? [Upon 
this point his lordship referred at some length to the judgment 
of Lindley, L.J., in Verner v. General stment Trust (supra), and { 


kept undiminished, or a com 
its capital or assets up to a 
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continued.] Apart from the use e in article 117, 
there is nothing in the articles to shew that the capital of the company 
(or, rather, assets of the value of those acquired by the company at its 
formation) must be kept up. Further, the articles appear to contemplate 
* profits’’ as the excess of receipts over all expenditure properly attribut- 
able to the year. It is necessary, however, to der whether the 
depreciation in goodwill and leaseholds is to be treated as loss of “‘ fixed” 
capital or of “‘ floating ”’ or “‘ circulating’’ capital, and on this point I am 
of opinion that it is to be treated as loss of ‘‘fixed’’ capital. It very 
closely resembles the loss which a railway company may be said to suffer 
if it be found that their line, which was made, say ten years ago, at a 
certain cost, could now be made at a much smaller cost. Having regard 
to the remarks of Lindley, L.J., in Lee v. Neuchatel Asphalte Co. (supra), 
I think that the balance-sheet cannot be impeached simply because it 
does not charge anything against revenue in of goodwill. I feel 


much more doubt whether a“ is a sufficient sum to allow in respect of 
de ‘on ot Téaseholds, but I do no’ ink u C stances 
that @ case has been made-out for an injunction, and the motion must t 
reftNed-—UDUxGEL, Oraham Hastings, (.C., and Buckmaslor - Buckiay, 2-C: ! 


> a. 
afl Howard Wright; R. Burleigh Muir. Souscrrors, M. William ; 
Smelt ; Freshfields ¢ Williams. 

{Reported by Anruvr Morton, Barrister-at-Law. 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re THE LONDON AND GENERAL BANK (LIM.)—C. A. No. 2, 30th 


April. 
Limirep Company—Winpinc vp—Orricers or Company—Avprror — Mis- 
FEASANCE—CompPaNigs (Winpinc-up) Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vicr. c. 63), 
s. 10—Compantes Act, 1879 (42 & 43 Vicr. c. 76), s. 7, suB-sEcTION 1. 


Appeal froma decision of Vaughan Williams} . (reported ante, p. 180). 
On the opening of the appeals an objection was taken by counsel for the 
appellant Theobald, one of the auditors of the company, that an auditor 
is not an officer of the company within the meaning of section 10 of the 
Companies (Winding-up) Act, 1890, and therefore cannot be held liable 
for misfeasance under that section. The preliminary point of law was 
argued and decided, and the hearing of the appeals was ordered to stand 
over until the second day of next sittings. ion 10 of the Companies 
(Winding-up) Act, 1890, provides as follows: ‘‘ Where in the course of 
the winding up of a company under the Companies Acts it appears that 
any person who has taken part in the formation or promotion of the com- 
pany, or any past or present director, manager, liquidator, or other officer 
of the company, has misapplied or retained, or become liable or account- 
able for any moneys or property of the company, or been guilty of any 
misfeasance or breach of trust in relation to the co y, the court may, 
on the application of the official receiver, or of the liquidator of the com- 
pany, or of any creditor or contributory of th y, examine into the 
onauct- of sunb- promoter, Girector, manager, iquaator, or other officer 
of the company, and_ compel hi moneys or restore 
y ert 60 mis e 


come liable or accountable; ze i 

as the court thinks just, or to contribute such sums of money 
to the assets of the company by way of compensation in respect 
of such misapplication, retainer, misfeasance, or breach of trust as the 
court thinks just.’’ Counsel for the auditor argued that an auditor is not 
a trustee or guasi-trustee of the company, so that he cannot misapply the 
moneysof thecompany. He has nothing to do with the funds or assets of 
the company, and is not a salaried officer under the control of the directors. 
They referred to Re Imperial Land Co. of Marseilles (19 W. R. 223, L. R. 11 
Eq. 478), where a banker of com was held not to o 


the co . es orest 0, 
oar EW R. 


















Re Great Se 8 
516, 31 Ch. D. 496), where the soligitor was held not to 

an_ offi the company; Re Liberator Permanent Benefit Building 
Soctety (11 L. T 106), = the solicitor, who was also financial manager 
of the company, was held to be an officer of the company; and Re Cana- 


dian Land Reclaiming and Colonizing Co., Coventry and Dizon's case (28 W. R. 
775, 14 Ch. D. 660). On the other side the case of 


Estate Buildi 
and Investment Co. v. Shepherd (36 W. R. 322, 36 ok Der was rolled 
upon, where eld liable for dividends rly declared. 

Tue Covrt (Livpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) overruled the objection, 
and decided that the auditor was an officer of the company within the 
meaning of the ‘‘ misfeasance’”’ section of the Companies (Winding-up) 
Act, 1890. 

Linpiey, L.J.—The question which we have to decide is whether an 
auditor can be regarded as an officer of the a the meaning 
of section 10 of the Companies Act, 1890. [His ip read the section, 
and continued :—] It was urged by Mr. Cohen that an auditor is not 
an officer within the meaning of the section. Before deciding that ques- 
tion we must examine what an auditor is, and what are his duties. 
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auditor is required and must be appointed under section 7, sub-section 1, 
of the 1879 which is as follows :—“* Once at the ag 
year the accounts of every banking company after 
of this Act as a limited company shall be by an auditor 
or auditors, who shall be elected annually by the in general 
meeting.’”’ Reading that section alone, it would be to omg 

that for some purposes an auditor is an officer of the company. He 

appointed by the company, is paid by the company, and is appointed to 
check the 1 eardeen [His lordship then dealt with the articles and 
regulations of the company having reference to the officers and auditors, 
and said he did not think they carried the case further than the Act 
of 1879; he then continued :—] To some extent, at all events, he is an 


officer of the company, though nét the servant of the directors. This 

séction applics to romething ‘nore than the misapptication of assets, it aleo 

deals with misfeasance or breach of trust. Suppese an auditor, whose 
ndit the sign - 


and Sip 
















are non en he 
t not an oft 
ce. 


ow cer. AS & ™ =) 
If an action were 


ne is 





officer, and is liable for misfeasan 
an auditor for fraud, it could not be tried by a jury; it must be referred 
to someone. Trial by jury does not apply. I am of that this 





— is an officer of the company, and that his objection cannot be 
up) " 

Lorzs, L.J., said that the section did not create new rights, but 
oO ve a sum ode of procedure insuch a case. If the word mis- 


feasance were absent he wou ave tho it referred to a person 
having control of the assets. But the word misfeasauce was there, which 
meant a breach of duty such as might be enacted by an auditor acting in 
collusion with the directors in preparing false accounts. He was fortified 
in that view by section 7 of the Companies Act, 1879. His lordship came 
to the conclusion that the auditor of this banking company was an officer 
of the company within the meaning of section 10. 
Kay, L.J., came to the same conclusion, but_¥ 
bn eve’ ase the itor 
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80. 
and provided for it; the question whether they were officers or not within 
the meaning of section 10 was almost concluded, because the company 
recognized them as officers. Misfeasance_other_than misapplication of 
fands was to be met vy compensation e company ; two were 

early correlative, and the misfeasance of the company meant some mis- 
feasance other than misapplication or misapp on of funds. As 
to the possibility of misfeasance by an auditor, he might cause consider- 
able damage to a company as auditor. For such he could be made liable, 
and must be made to give compensation to the company.—Counsg1, 
Cohen, Q.C., Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and Whinney ; Finlay, Q.C., E. 8. Ford, 
and Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrons, Walters, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton ; Phelps, 
Sidgwick, § Biddle. 

[Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
SHEREAS v. DE RUTZEN—23rd April. 


Licensinc Acts—Surriyinc Liquor to a Ponice Constante on Duty— 
Know.eper or Licenssp Vicruatter—Licensine Acr, 1872 (35 & 36 
Vicr. c. 94), s. 16, sun-secrion 2, 


oe stated _by Alber De Kutzen, ~ Somes 16, sub-section Pan 
the Licensing Act, » provides t “if any licensed supp 
of gift or sale, to. 


any liquor or refreshment, whether by wa any con- 
stable on duty, unless by authority of some sui of such con- 
stable, he shall be liable to a penalty not ex , for the first offence 


ten pounds ; and not exceeding, for the second or any subsequent offence 
twenty pounds.”” The question in this case was whether a pu 
could be convicted under this section where it was proved that he 
know, at the time the constable was served with liquor, that he 
duty. The public-house was situated close to a police- 

| rea stationed there were in the habit of frequenting it 

uty. They constantly came in uniform, the only sign that 

not on duty being the removal of the armlet. The constable in 
having removed his armlet, came and asked for a drink. 


Faas 
afeke 


EE 
LE 


: 


armlet had been removed, the publican’s daughter, without any 
further vo coun served him with liquor. It ap subsequently that 
the constable was in fact on duty at the time, the present conviction 
was obtained. It was contended in support of the conviction that, the 
word ‘‘ knowingly ” not having been inserted in defining the offence, the 
section amounted to an absolute prohibition similar to the 

contained in section 13 against a drunken with liquor, and 
that ignorance was co uently no defence to deechenaes Ceede® Le 


ign nseq 
Coeg (13 Q. B. D. 207). For the defendant it was 
belief that the constable was not on duty was to excuse 
Mullins v. Collins (L. R. 9 Q. B. 292). 
Tue Court (Day and Waicur, JJ.) quashed the con 
that, as the licensed victualler had 
constable was not on duty, no offence had been committed. 
ord: ence was absent—namely, the inten 
Wiedge of the wrongfulness of the act dor 
i cnowledge 


e8seL e contention that kno 
6 Olience was erroneous, and without foundation. 
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guard against | ¢} 
an officer of the company ; st present his lordship did not thin alienate 
is case the company eongnte’ Sonmnene of having auditors, 



















































absence of i I vw 
gw co , and Taylor ; 
itland, Peckham, $ Co. ; Duerdin Dutton, 
(Reported by C. G. Witenanam, Barrister-at-Law.) 


MORGAN . JACKSON—26th April. 


Game—Lanviorp AND Tanant—Acresment sy Tenant Occurigr TO LET 
THE ‘‘SOLE RIGHT OF KILLING ALL wincrp Gama, Harzs, anp Ransrrs"’ 
on Farm Lanp To A Parson not nis Lanptonp—Grounp Game Act, 
1880 (43 & 44 Vicr. c. 47), ss. 1, 2, 3. 


from a decision of the 
mouth, who nonsuited the —— in an 
to recover £40, alleged to be pont 
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void, at rate so far as it purported to assign sole 
paren ir prom on thefarm. In the case of a tenant parting with eae 
to kill ape on bie: Selinger ee ae 





lease was invalid the et RS 
should pay rent for the shooting could not be enforced. That view was oa 
ciao taken ty She lensed Conees Sra eae In his however, 
the section raised no such objection to the of the agree- 
ment. Section 3 was intended merely to prevent surrendering 
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him £15 a season. Such an agreement could not be said to 
be contrary to the provisions of section 3. Moreover, he saw no reason 


the ground game concurrently with Jackson’s right to do so under 


under section 2 Morgan should not still retain the personal right to 
the 
of 


( 


{sa 


A UV: 


— had he desired or thought it necessary for the protection 

—— A allowed. —Counset, Gwynne James; Corner. 

Soxicrrorns, Thomas White ¢ Sons, for Garrould, Hereford ; Saunders, Hawks- 
Surd, § Bennett, for Corner $ Co., Hereford. 


[Reported by Easxrwz Ret, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re HOWELL, Ex parte MANDLEBERG—Vaughan Williams and 
Kennedy, JJ., 25th April. 


Banxruprcy—LanpDLorp AND TeNnANT—Distress ror Rent—BAnkruptcy 
Acr, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), ss. 9 (1), 41, Scuepute II., Rutz 19— 
Banxevrrcy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 71), s. 28. 


ae yd gs appeal against an order of the registra: 
yi g & Co. from distraining on 
ee e of the De pt at a shop le onto 
bankrupt in respect of rent due for the period from the 24th of June 
to the 1st of September, 1894, and declaring that the sum of £16 13s. 4d., 
Soragenes rent of the said shop from the lst of September to the 
29th, 1894, with £1 1s. costs of distress, tendered to Mandleberg by the 
trustee subsequent to the distress, was a sufficient tender of all rent then 
owing to 2+ samp yg Co. ‘By an indenture dated the 20th of March, 
1894, Mandleberg & Oo. hud let the said shop to the bankrupt from the 
25th of March, 1894, for the unexpired residue of a term of fifteen years 
one-half from the Ist of July, 1891, lees the last seven days thereof, 
£200 a year, le quarterly. The bankrupt paid the rent up to the 
of June, 1 A receiving order was made 
September, 1894. Upon the 28th of tember, 1894, Mandleberg & 
. wrote to the trustee demanding that the quarter’s rent due on the 
of September should be paid to them on the following morning. The 
trustee’s solicitors replied that Mandleberg & Co. were not entitled to the 
srent, as it had not accrued due prior to the adjudication, 
but the trustee was liable from the 1st to the 29th of September, and 
was ee them £16 13s. 4d. in respect of that period. Mandle- 
ao. no reply to this letter, but put in a distress upon the Ist 
of » Whereupon the trustee applied to the y_ court and 
btained the orde¥ now appealed against. he appellants en Hat 
they had the right to distrain under section 42 (1) of the Bankruptcy Act, 
1883 : ‘*The landlord or other person to whom any rent is due 
from the bankrupt may at any time, either before or after the 
of the bankruptcy, distrain upon the goods 
of the bankrupt for the rent due to him from the 
"” The respondent contended that rule 19 of Schedule 
" rent or other payment falls due at stated periods, and 
is made at any time other than one of those periods, 
entitled to the rent or payment ionate 
to the date of the order as if the rent or payment grew due 
*”’ made the two months’ rent a provable debt, and that 
— m.° t as directed by this Act no creditor to whom the 
in eo 4 of any debt provable in the bankruptcy shall 
rape f remedy against the property or person of the debtor in respect of 
the ”* took away the landlord’s right to distrain for rent which was a 
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Vavenan Wits, J., all 
two months’ rent due bef 
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payable until the end of the quarter, it accrued due within the meaning of 
section 42 (1), which took it out of the operation of section 9, and enabled 
the landlord to distrain. 


Kuwwzpy, J., concurred.—Covnset, Lawson Walton, Q.C., and Muir 
Mackenzie ; "Herbert Reed, Q.C., and i= Carrington. Soicrrors, Row- 
cliffes, Rawle, $ Co. ; Bannister § Reynolds. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraanoxe, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re BURDEKIN & CO.—C. A. No. 2, 23rd April. 


Souicrror — Costs — Taxation —Scatz Fee—Purcuase vunper Pvsuic 
Heattn Act—Vouvntary Sare—Lanps Cravses Consonipation Act, 
1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18), s. 82—Soxicrrozs’ Remuneration Act, 1881 

44 & 45 Vicr. c. 44)—Gunzrat Orpen unper THE Act, RULE 11. 


ich, J., on the 8th of March. Land 
was » Who acquired it for certain public 
oe under the powers of the Public Health Act, 1875, a statute 

the — of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act 
as to the purchase of land. The purchase was carried out voluntarily, 


and by an agreement dated the Ist of March, 1893, it was agreed that all 
or fl pa, oma incidental to the sale and purchase should be borne 
purchasers. ‘The vendor’s tors delivered to the local 


Part I. of Schedule I. to the General Order made in pursuance of the 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Act, 1881. I hy master 

hb which would ‘owed in respect of a purc 

to which the scale art I. was applicable. _A_summons to review 
ation having bee ekewich, J., referred the matter 


the 



















on, being 0o' opinion th e 8a 
rule IT of the General Order, which provides that ‘‘ in case of sales 

under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, or any other private or public 
Act under which the vendor’s cha’ are ee by the purchaser, the scale 
shall not apply.”” From this decision the local board, by leave, appealed. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Lorgs, and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lixvxey, L.J., after referring to rule 11, said it would be putting a very 
narrow construction upon that rule to confine it to the case of compulsory 
sales. His pry A thought that Kekewict, J., was right in saying that 
the last words of the rule applied to the present case. It was said that 
the agreement was inconsistent with this view of the case, but he did not 
think that that was so. The appeal would be dismissed. 

Lorgs and Kay, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Upjohn; Wurtzburg. Sout- 
citors, Crowders § Vizard, for N. Creswick, Sheffield ; Torr, Gribble, Oddie, 
$ Sinclair, for Burdekin § Co , Sheffield. 








against him on the Ist | 
at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Friday, the 26th ult., Mr. JoHN 


(Reported by Arnotp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. | 





LAW SOCIETIES, 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 
A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 


Hunter, the President, taking the chair, 


SoLIcITORS TO GOVERNMENT DEPARTMENTS. 


Mr. Harvey CuirTon (London) had given notice to ask, “ What steps 
the council have taken to secure the exclusive appointment of solicitors 
to Government solicitorships on future vacancies arising, and what 
assurances have been obtained that the right of solicitors to hold 
solicitors’ appointments shall not be ignored in future? If no 
satisfactory assurance has been given, whether the council will not 
at once take steps to obtain an amendment to the Solicitors’ Acts, which 
at present do not extend to the ‘examination, swearing, admission, 
or enrolment of the solicitors of the Treasury, Customs, Excise, Post 
Office, or any other branch of Her Majesty’s Revenue?’’’ Before putting 
the question, however, he should like to make a few brief observations 
upon the subject. The society very justly claimed to be the guardians of 
the interests of solicitors, therefore he did not think that any apology was 
necessary on his part for troubling the council with the subject. On two 
occasions recently the rights of solicitors with regard to appointments 
had been ignored. He referred to the solicitorships of the Inland 
Revenue and the Treasury, and protests with regard to these appoint- 
ments had appeared in the legal papers. The Globe also had commented 
upon the matter, and had asked the very pertinent question, why should 
a barrister be appointed to an office which bore the name and involved 
the duties of a solicitor? Other papers had also admitted the injustice of 
the system. There was a definite Act on the Statute Book. 

Mr. W. MetmMoTH WALTERS rose to order. He did not want to 
interrupt the speaker, but was it in order to make a long speech when 
notice been given simply of a question? It had never been the 
practice before. ’ 

Mr. Cuirron thought that when a young member of the csse | 
ventured to speak, he should not be discouraged. He was very muc 
surprised that any member of the council should attempt to silence a 
young member when he made a special effort. 

Mr. WALTERS said he did not want to stop Mr. Clifton. He was only 
anxious that it should not be made a precedent, and that speeches in 
future should not be made when notices of questions had been given. 

The PRESIDENT said that although Mr. Clifton’s notice asked a question, 
it was rather like a motion. He presumed that Mr. Clifton was intending 
to move that the council should do something. If he would conclude with 
a motion, that would make it regular. 

Mr. CLIFTON said the average solicitor of to-day was quite equal to the 
average man at the Bar, and average solicitor who had any pride at all 
in his profession, and any hope at all in his future prospects, desired an 
equality of opportunity, and until that equality was obtained the 
members, at any rate those who were young men, looked to the council to 
see that the appointments which solicitors bad a right to hold should be 
secured to them. It was with this object and wichout any desire to 
encroach upon the preserves of others that he had given the notice 
which s in his name. He then asked the question. } 

Mr. GRANTHAM R. Dopp (London) asked when he might put a question. 

Mr. B. G. LAKr (London) protested t it on the ground of order. 

Mr. Dopp asserted that by the laws of debate he was perfectly at liberty 
to put the question. He asked whether the council had in any way 
relaxed their efforts to secure legal appointments for the solicitor branch 
of the profession? In the year 1877, as some of those present might 
recollect, the matter was een, discussed. 

Mr. Lake again rose to order. He said gre was a very well-marked 
distinction—they could discuss a motion, and the speeches upon it, but a 
question could not be discussed, In the House of Commons no rule was 





a of costs which was not made out according to the scale in| 


better established than that a speech could not be made upon a question. 
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Mr. Dopp argued that he had a right to explain the nature of his 
question, 

The PRESIDENT said that if it was a question only, there was no right 
to make a speech. 

Mr. Dopp called attention to the fact that a resolution was passed in 
1877 at the provincial meeting at Bristol. It was moved by two gentle- 
men who had since joined the majority. The effect of it was, that the 
meeting was strongly of opinion that the appointment of members of the 
Bar to posts of honour peculiarly fitted for gentlemen who have had the 
training of solicitors is not only injurious to solicitors as a body, but also 
to the public generally. 

The PRESIDENT said the answer was, that the council had, within the 
last few years, written first to the late Mr. W. H. Smith when he was First 
Lord of the Treasury, and subsequently to Mr. Balfour, and afterwards to 
Lord Rosebery, urging upon them the claims of solicitors to be appointed 
as solicitors to Government departments. Last year, when the two 
vacancies were imminent, the council wrote to Lord Rosebery calling 
his attention to the correspondence which had taken place before, and in 
which some sort of hope had been held out to the council that the claims 
of solicitors should be considered, and he promised to give the subject 
consideration. The next thing the council heard was that, in the 
case of the Inland Revenue and the Treasury, barristers had been 
appointed to the solicitorships. As to the other half of the question, 
Mr. Clifton had asked whether, if no satisfactory assurance had been 
given, the council would not at once take steps to obtain an amendment 
to the Solicitors’ Acts? He might say that the original Act was as a 
back as the 6th and 7th Vict. That Act, after providing that nobody s: 
exercise the office of a solicitor unless he shall have served under articles 
and been admitted and enrolled, provides and enacts “that this Act, or 
anything herein contained, shall not extend, or be construed to extend, to 
the examination, swearing, admissions, or enrolments, or any rights or 
og of any persons appointed to be solicitors to the Treasury, 

ustoms, Excise, Post Office, Stamp Duties, or any other branch of Her 
Majesty’s Revenue, or to the solicitor of the City of London, or to the 
assistants of the Council for the affairs of the Admiralty or Treasury, or to 
the solicitor to the Board of Ordnance.” The enactment was practically 
repeated in the Act of 1860, and the council were of bop vse that there 
was very little hore of inducing the Government, and still less of inducing 
the Bar, to consent to the repeal of an enactment which was for its benefit. 

Mr. CuiFToN asked whether the council did not think it worth while 
to make an effort to do so? 

The PRESIDENT replied that the only method open to them of bringing 
about an alteration was by carrying through Parliament a Bill to that 
effect, and he did not know whether any Members of Parliament were 
present, but he was quite sure that there was no chance of getting a Bill 
through to that effect at present. 

Mr. CiirTon : I am to take the answer in the negative, then ? 

The PRESIDENT : I think so, Sir. We do not see our way to do it at 
present, 


County Court FEEs. 


Mr. F. ARMITAGE (London) moved in accordance with notice :— 
“That this meeting is of opinion that the fees charged in the county 
courts are excessive, and should be reduced, so that (a) no fees be 
higher than those in force at the Mayor’s Court for similar work ; (b) 
no fees be charged in actions to recover sums not exceeding £2,” 
He thought that this question had been discussed at a provincial 
meeting of the society when a paper was read with regard to it. 
And he understood that at the general meeting, held in January 
last, a committee was appointed to deal with the question of the 
county courts and the rules. When he gave the notice he was not 
aware of this, and it was by permission of the council, and as an instruction 
to the committee, that he was permitted to bring the present motion 
forward. He did not wish to anticipate matters or to tie the hands of 
that committee, but, at the same time, he thought it advisable to come 
forward with a concrete question. It was not a new matter, and he had 
no doubt that everyone in the profession, from what he had read ‘in the 
legal papers, with him that the county court fees were excessive. 
The work of the county court was different in quality from that 
transacted in the other courts—the Mayor’s Coart Be the High Court. 
The county court also acted as a bailiff to serve process. And the most 
important point was that the county court also acted as a banker, which 
no other court did. These were important points which should be borne 
in mind in discussing that question, It was very easy to say the fees 
were too high, but it was very difficult to say what they ought tobe. He 
ventured to think they would agree that the fees were excessive. At 
the present moment at the issue of the summons there was a fee 
of is. in the & to start with. Above the sum of £2 it was 
necessary to pay a further fee of 1s. for the service by the bailiff, 
and the consequence was that this state of things was arrived at. 
Supposing one sued in an action under £2, the highest fee was 2s.; but if 
the amount was above £2, say only £2 and 6d., the fees sprung up to 4s. 
That was a rather high fee and when one,came to pay the heavy fee, the 
amount was doubled altogether. In the Mayor’s Court, which he would 
take as a simple analogy, the fees started with 4s. and went up, and the 
highest fee was 5s, He thought that 5s. was a reasonable rate, and should 
not be exceeded. A Bill was brought into the House of Commons last 
year and a clause was inserted in the Bill that the maximum 
the fee under that Act would be 5s. instead of the present rate 
a guinea. If that Act received the sanction of the House of 
that might be taken as a starting-point. He did not think the fee ought 
in any case to exceed 5s. Up to the year 1883 the issue of a writ for any 
amount in the High Court did not exceed l5s., and the county court 





ought not to charge more. 
lest being 2s., and the highest £2. 
£20, the maximum fee was 10s. 
might be fairly laid down that the highest hearing 
15s., or perhaps 10s, A committee was 
uestion, and a portion of 
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Laps it would be absolutely hopeless to ask for a 
the higher cases. On that ground he ventured to 
amendment, that the third part of the motion should be 
the other two proposals should be referred to the 
Committee, which was now sitting, and which was partl 
of members of the society and partly of members of the council, 
Spe ome gor era very subject. For the committee would very 
ily deal with the question as a whole than the 

possibly deal with it to-day by any abstra>t resolution upon 
question. He, th«refore, moved that the motion to the 
work”’ be referred to the consideration of the existing 
Committee, and that the remaining part, which was marked 

be struck out. He would move that as an amendment. 
W. Haywarp (Rochester) seconded the amendment. He 
mover of the resolution had made a great mistake when he 
part of the motion was of a democratic character. His (Mr. 
opinion was that it was perfectly out of the question to 
to give up the fees in cases under £2, He believed 
that if there were no fees payable in cases under £2 it would be a 
upon the working classes. Innumerable summonses would 
out for which there would be no justification at all, and that 
& most serious state of things. Everybody, he believed, was of 
hether they were registrars of a considerable court, as he was, or 
ey simply practised in the county courts, that the fees ought to 
- But the difficulty was with regard to the Treasury, who 
that a certain proportion of the expenses of the county courts 
paid outof the fees. He did not altogether agree with that part 
ation which said that no fees should be higher than those in 
Mayor’s Court for similar work, because there were many 
the mover had stated, which were done at the county court 
not done by the Mayor's Court, For instance, the county 
the summonses and acted as bankers, and had really a great 
to do than was the case at the Mayor's Court. Therefore a 
consideration on this ground should be given, and the fees at the 
court should be rather larger than those at the Mayor's Court. 
no doubt that the fees were very oppressive. He thought 2s. 
for the hearing a great deal too much, and Is. 6d. for the 
was also a great deal too much. He considered it would be 
f no fee were charged above 10s. There should be a 
to 10s., and no fees over £10. There should be a six- 
ee and Is. on the execution, and that would get rid of 
jections made. No doubt the committee would come to a 
. He was quite sure it would be a most injurious 
charged in actions under £2, because, as Mr. Munton 
people had no idea of the immense number of actions in 
‘or sums below £2. His (Mr. Hayward’s) court issued 
ts, and the vast majority were for sums under £2. He 
try, as registrar, of £2 and under than the judge had of 
cases. Therefore he hoped the council would give the 
ous consideration before they came to any conclusion. 
made a mistake in regard to abortive execution. He said 
execution were abortive the whole of the fees had to be paid 
This was not the case. It was only necessary to pay the 
the abortive execution, not of the entering of the plaint, the 
ig, and so on. 

Mr. ‘AGE said he had intended his remarks to be understood in 


said he agreed very much with the remarks of Mr, Hayward. 
not think the meeting could adopt the amendment. He quite 
they must omit the final part of the motion, but he did not 
Mr. Munton’s suggestion that the first part of the motion, 
the county court fees to be excessive, should be referred to 
It was not necessary to refer that to any committee. 
to refer. They were expressing an opinion, which 
over and over again at these meetings, and it did not 
effect. The same remark would apply to several other 
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matters at these general meetings. He suggested that the meeting should 
resolve that this meeting is of opinion that the fees charged in the county 
courte are excessive, and should be reduced, and that paragraph (a) should 
be referred to the committee. That, he submitted, was the business 
course, and he hoped Mr. Munton would accept it. 

The Prestmpent said there could not be an amendment upon an 
amendment. 


Mr. Munton said he did not object to the amendment taking that form, 
He believed were all agreed as to the necessity of reducing the fees. 
His desire was va! should not handicap the committee by stating 
anything. He would alter his amendment accordingly. 

The. PResIDENT observed that whilst Mr. Munton was re-modelling the 
amendment, he might, perhaps, be allowed to say that he had had the 

of ing to the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice 

other upon the — of county court fees, after this notice of 
given e told them the motion was coming on for 

this meeting, and they both of them expressed the opinion 
a reasonable proposition to that under no circumstances 
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the County Court ex the fees cha in the Mayor’s 
- They were not talking of the Mayor's Court, but 
connection with something else. But when he 
in saying the fees in the county court 
were often her than for the same work in the High Court, 
both the Lord Chancellor and the Lord Chief Justice, although they had 
not authorised him to so, expressed the opinion that it would be a 
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get them reduced. At the same time, the 
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Lord Chancellor reminded him that he had the Treasury to consider, and 
the Treasury were people who required a good deal of handling before 
they gave up anything they once got. The Lord Chancellor did not 
actually say that, but that was the impression his remarks had left. 

Mr. MuNTON read his amendment as remodelled as follows :—* That 
this meeting is of opinion (a) that the fees charged in the county courts 
are excessive, and should be reduced ; (b) that no fees be higher than 
those in force at the Mayor’s Court for similar work ; and that (a) and (d) 
be referred to the County Court Committee now sitting, and that the 
section (c), namely, that no fees be charged in actions to recover sums 
not exceeding £2, be negatived.”’ 

Mr. ARMITAGE said he would withdraw his motion in favour of the 
amendment. 

The amendment was then put as a substantial motion and adopted. 

At the invitation of the President, Mr. Hayward stated his willingness 
to act on the County Courts Committee. 


LEGAL PROCEDURE. 


Mr. Forv moved, in accordance with notice, ‘That in the opinion of 
this meeting the costs of legal proceedings in the Chancery and Queen’s 
Bench Divisions of the High Court of Justice, coupled with the un- 
certainty as to when cases will appear in the paper for trial, and on 
what day they will be heard when they are in such paper, operate to 
deter suitors from seeking redress in Her Majesty's Courts of Justice ; the 
more so in view of the considerable period of the year during which the 
courts and offices are closed, thus often occasioning such serious delay as 
in itself results in a denial of justice to litigants.” He felt perfectly 
certain that business was drifting away. People were sick and weary 
because of the delay, expense, and uncertainty attendant upon legal 
procedure. He quite admitted that there was a great improvement at 
present as compared with things as they were in the time of the Common 
Law Procedure Acts, and in the time of the Chancery Acts and orders, 
but he very much doubted whether anybody present, who had had 
experience of legal procedure as at present, would say there was not 
still room for great improvement in many directions. The resolution 
divided itself into several parts. There was the question of costs ; there 
was the question of the uncertainty attending the proceedings; there 
was the question as to when a case would get into the list ; and then 
there was the grave question, when it would be heard when it got into 
the cause list. On the question of costs they still had to contend with 
the heavy fees required by counsel, Then as to the allowances to 
“expert” witnesses, that was a most serious matter. The taxing 
masters allowed very heavy fees to experts, who were often only called 
because one side call experts, and the other side were therefore compelled 
to do so, and very often the evidence of the experta was not worth having 
at all; but, unfortunately, the suitor had to pay for it. Quite recently 
Mr. Justice Mathew had enlarged upon this very question. With regard 
to the uncertainty that existed when a case got into the paper, every 
solicitor of experience must know that this was one of the most trouble- 
some matters in his office, and he almost required a clerk for the special 
purpose of searching the cause list, and of making inquiries as to when 
there was any likelihood of the case getting into the paper. There was 
nothing more uncertain connected with practice than that very point. 
Then, when it got into the list, there was not the slightest certainty as to 
when the case would come on, and the clerks had constantly to search the 
list. How could solicitors expect their clients to be so insane as to involve 
themselves in legal proceedings in these circumstances? He gave an 
instance of a case within his own experience, which came from Worcester 
to be tried in the High Court. It was in the list on the 25th October, 
and was not heard until the 5th of November, judgment being given on 
the 6th. There were eleven witnesses who had to be kept in towr all 
the time. And this was not at all an isolated case. When the costs 
came to be taxed there was at least £100 which ought not to have been 
in the bill at all, but which was there simply because of the miserable 
system of cases getting in and out of the cause list in a happy-go-lucky 
fashion, Then there was the question of the vacation. They all agreed 
that the Long Vacation was a monstrous absurdity that ought to be swept 
away altogether. But there were also the Hilary, Easter, Trinity and 
Michaelmas Vacations, so that there was a great denial of justice to 
suitors in Her Majesty’s Courts. Then there was the question of the 
practice which prevailed in the Chancery Court with regard to motions, 
by which counsel, in defiance of the wishes of solicitors, and without the 
slightest regard for the interests of clients, brought on motions when and 
how they pleased. The time had come when solicitors ought to put 
some pressure upon the authorities, and speak very plainly about a 
system which existed for the convenience of counsel, and in defiance of 
the opinion of all reasonable, rational business men. All this amounted 
very often toa denial of justice, and he was persuaded that it resulted in 
people avoiding the courts of justice. One of the principal duties 
solicitors had to discharge was to do their very best to keep their clients 
out of litigation and from being brought into contact with the adminis- 
tration of what was called justice. Then again, the judges were dragged 
away out of town when there were large arrears of business here, under 
the system of the assizes, to hear ene or two cases which might be 
disposed of by the County Court Judge in a very short time. Mr. Justice 
Hawkins, at the aeoungaet oy 7 eee. Ween the — 
only a few days ago. ere y as solicitors going e any ac 
to Beh, up the opinion Mr. Justice Hawkins had then expressed, and 
to attempt to get rid of the useless assizes which took away Judges 
who were a. wanted to dispose of the arrears of business at th 
High Court? the business of the High Court were despatched with 
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would be very much larger than it was ever likely to be under present 
circumstances. 

Mr. W. P. W. Puiiurmore (London) seconded the motion. He said this 
was a very old complaint. Everybody knew that the delay and 
of litigation were productive of en A ief, And although the not 
hope to get rid of all these matters for complaint, it was from time 
to time that attention should be drawn to because it was yy 
nibbling at them gradually that they could hope to get rid of 
difficulties, which acted as a deterrent to litigation, and induced suitors to 
abstain from going to the courts and obi that justice which was 
their due. It was not necessary to go into details, for it was the opinion 
of everybody. 

The Vice-PRESIDENT (Mr. J, Wreford Budd) said the real question the 
meeting ought to discuss was the means of getting rid of these difficulties 
which were so apparent. He ho the meeting would not agree to the 
first part of the resolution in the words suggested; he meant that part 
referring to the cost of legal proceedings as being to a great extent 
deterrent to suitors from availing themselves of the means of settling 
their disputes in the High Court. He thought that those who had had 
much experience in litigation knew very well that the proportion of these 
¢xpenses which came to the solicitor bore a very small ratio to the whole 
expense and cost of litigation. The litigation department of many of the 
solicitors’ offices was, as was thoroughly well known, very unremunerative. 
When they came to consider the necessary expense of a large staff, and 
other proper allowances, the amount of remuneration that they, as 
solicitors, got for attendances and litigation was very small indeed, And 
he should not like that any resolution should be passed which should 
permit of any other impression than that to go forth. He ho that 
Mr. Ford would, at all events, substitute some other expression for “ the 
costs of legal proceedings,’ The “expense of legal proceedings other than 
solicitor’s costs”” would meet his (the vice-president’s) view. Although 
he agreed with the general principle of the resolution he would have to 
vote against it in its present form, because it would lead to a very wrong 
inference. 

Mr. Forp said he had not the slightest objection to substitute the word 
‘ expenses ” for “costs.” He had dwelt upon particular items in speaking, 
and had certainly made no reference to the allowance of solicitors. 

Mr. F. R, Parker (London) said that if the vice-president would move 
that these words be omitted he would be happy to second the motion, 
He thought they might well leave the subject alone to-day. His views 
were that any alteration in the law with regard to costs ought to tend 
in the direction of a more perfect indemnity to the successful litigant. 
That it was not so was one of the great deterrents to litigation. 
Secondly, any amendment of procedure ought to tend in the direction of 
simplifying litigation and raising the allowance to solicitors, for by 
simplification was taken away a great part of that by which alone 
the solicitor received profits, and it should be made up to him. 
Lastly, with regard to the question of experts. He was afraid that 
must be left to be decided by the axiom that the labourer is worthy of his 
hire. The expert was enabled practically to name his own terms. If 
they wanted him they must pay him. All these were subjects which 
required more consideration than could be given to them at a meeting 
like this. He suggested that that part of the motion should be with- 
drawn, or that the vice-president should move that it be omitted. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT moved, as an amendment, to omit the words “ the 
costs of legal proceedings in the Chancery and Queen’s Bench Divisions of 
the High Court of Justice, coupled with.” He did so on the grounds 
that he thought they would lead to misunderstanding and a wrong 
impression. 

Mr, PARKER seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Forp said he was very happy to adopt the amendment, especially as 
it came from the vice-president. He did not altogether agree with Mr. 
Parker in what he had said with regard to expert witnesses. He thought 
Mr. Parker had given himself away when he said it was pretty much left 
to them to charge what they like, What a mysterious thing it was that 
while they could charge what they liked, the taxing master allowed the 
item against the other side. But &: did not agree with Mr. Parker when 
he complained of the system of taxation. 

The motion was then carried in the following form :—“ That in the 
opinion of this meeting the uncertainty as to when cases will appear in 
the paper for trial, and on what day they will be heard when they are in 
such pe per, operates to deter suitors from seeking redress in Her Majesty's 
Courts of Justice.” 


WEEKLY NOTES, 


The [kESIDENT said that before the meeting separated he would like to 
call attention to one matter. There had been a meeting on the previous 
day of the Council of Law Reporting, of which he, as president, was one of 
the members. That body were considering the remodelling of the Weekly 
N tes, and they had drawn up a report. A committee of the Council of 
Law Reporting drew up a report for the consideration of the general body, 
and there was one paragraph with regard to which they wished him to 
eadeavour to ascertain the opinion of the solicitor branch of the profession. 
The committee had had under their consideration the expediency of dis- 
continuing to publish in the Weekly Notes extracts from the 
Gazette, They did not want to diminish the size of the Weekly Notes, but 
wanted to occupy the whole of it with reports excluding the matter 
which now appeared, and which was extracted from the London Gazette. 
The committee submitted a report containing that suggestion to the 
Council of Law Reporting, and there was some discussion about it, and 
thosé of the Council of Law Reporting who represented the solicitor 
branch of the profession were of opinion that there was really no value 
in putting in the Weekly Notes, week-by week, the liats of adjudications 
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valuable, and that 
it ought to be When the volumes were up they were 
handy for reference. He thought that for the subscription that was 

they ought to be there. 


PRESIDENT said he had to mention the meeting, and he 
was asked if he could get-an 
The matter then dropped, the proceedings terminated. 
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iene Jevwd Brodrick, Lucas D’Oyley Carte, Walter James Clennell, 
Randolph Tongue Croxall, Henry Latham Ourrey, Jan Hendrik 
Bs [ rt De Waal, Edward Herbert Merivale wy f h Chunder 
Louis Ferdinand Floersheim, Geor, olland Goodfellow, 
Heywood, Mostafa Hosain, Michael Granville Lloyd- 
, Allan Maclean, Bihari Lal Rai, Ralph h Ramsbotham, Philip 
—" Richardson, Charles Frederick Rumboll, Gerard Henry Crai 
» William North Symonds, Herbert Millingchamp Vaughan, an 
Walter Wrangham, of the Inner Temple ; Asra, Hashmatrai 
Alumal vani, Niel Ange Roger Cayeux, Nut Behari He mange Panos 
Demetrius Herbert Davey, Walter Harold Davies, Alexander 
Thomas Dawson, William José De Freitas, Trimbaklal Jadavrai Desai, 
H Valentine De iy Rg J —— De Worms, Geo Henry 
Samuel Robert le, Noel brook Griffith, Cecil Bishopp 
Harmsworth, Jacob Claudius (iarner Harris, Charles Alan Henry, James 


HF 


Percival H Thomas William Jones, William Cayzer Kemp, Azeezur 
Rahman , Edmund Marshall, Ernest William Munton, Sheikh 
Mohammad Nasib, Savile Charles Petch, Algernon Venables Plunkett, 


Sewak Ram, Khugja Mohammad Gholam Sadiq, George Percy Warner 
Terry, Sheikh Mo Umar, Ernest Charles Watson, Alexander 
Las and Arthur Edward Wilberforce, of the Middle Temple ; 
Bh Mohan ee, ny Pm Christopher, Charles Stafford 
Crossman, Jotindra N: Dutt, red James Fellows, Arthur William 
Grant, Mohammed Hayat Khan, 8. Jahandar Meerza, Nagendra Chandra 
Mitra, Gobind Ram, John Bannerman Wainwright, John Patrick Walsh, 
and Oswald Osmund Wrigley, of Lincoln’s-inn; and Henry Joseph 
Comyns, Chichester Crookshank, William Stanley Varenne Cullerne, 
Hi De Soberon, Robert Ernest Dummett, Alexander Maconachie, 
Pagadala Rungiah Naidu, Mohammed Pirbaksh, Robert Swaby, Albert 
W) Dredrick Tocke, Isaac Petrus Van Heerdeen, and Montagu 
White, of Gray’s-inn. Examined, 97; passed, 86. 





LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srvupents’ Denatino Socrery.—April 9—Mr. Cyril H. Pryor in 
the chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this society approves of 
the intment of a public trustee.’”” Mr. Thomas Douglas opened in 
the ve, and Mr. P. E. Marshall opened in the negative. The 
po ney Sega also spoke :—Messrs. Harry Watkins, A. E. Clarke, 
Arthur th, F. W. Goodall, Neville Tebbutt, Haseldine Jones, and 
Nimmo. The motion was lost by 9 votes. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Lord Moncraztrr or Tutirmnore, formerly Lord Justice Clerk of the Scot- 
tish Court of Session, died on Saturday afternoon in his 84th year. He was 
admitted to the Scottish bar in 1833, and in 1850, at the age of thirty-nine, 
he became Solicitor-General, and in the following year Lord Advocate. 
During the next eighteen years he held the same post in successive Minis- 
. In 1869 he was raised to the bench as Lord Justice Clerk or 
President of the Second Division of the Court of Session. Of his career 
a judge the Scotsman says: His extensive erudition, his sound judg- 
his keen intelligence more than compensated his unfamiliarity with 
law. He quickly mastered the salient features of a case, and his 
apprehension and masculine grasp guided him to more accurate 
decisions than were sometimes pronounced by those who passed for more 
brilliant lawyers. His judgments, written and oral, were always lucidly 

and his reported opinions will take high rank as admirable 
expositions of law. Better than those of most of his colleagues, his judg- 
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ments stood the test of review by the House of Lords, and this as much 
as any other standard demonstrates the soundness of his ju ent and 
Srcatie lens smpectonss ef tit theese As 0 criminal ju he had 
few equals. experience of the administration of the criminal law, 
while chief law officer for the Crown, became an invaluable auxiliary in 
his judicial t, and not less essentially important in this regard 


was his know of jury practice. His conduct of a trial by judge and 
joy was exemplary, indeed model. He typified the best traditions of an 
partial tribunal. He retired from the bench in 1888. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. G. Kink, solicitor, of 14, Paternoster-row, London, has been 
a oner for Oaths for the Province of Nova Scotia, 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLutions. 


Ricuarp Dzrron Hvonss and Oxtver Brapwrs, solicitors, Bedford-row, 
London, and Royston (Hughes & Beadles). April 2. 

Faepeatcxk pe OCovrcy Hamruron and Wim Scurerser Heme, 
po yee be ey 7 and 8, Working-street, Cardiff (Hamilton & Hume). The 
said de Courcy Hamilton will continue to practise at the above 
address, the said William Schreiber Hume having taken offices in St. 
John’s-equare, Cardiff, aforesaid, where he will continue to practise. 

[ Gazette, April 26. 


Stpwzy Groner Srrear and Tuomas Paeiuam Buirvant, solicitors, 





27, Nicholas-lane, London oo 


& Bullivant). April 27. The practice 
will be continued by the said oh 


t 
jidney George Spreat is own name. 
. [ Gazette, April 30. 
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GENERAL. 


Mr. H. H. Fowler returned to town on Wednesday, apparently quite 
restored to health. 


The World says that the new extradition treaty between England and 
Argentina, which has enabled the authorities to catch ‘‘ the Tartar Prince,’’ 
is known in the Foreign Office as ‘‘ the Jabez Corpus Act.”’ 


The Press Association states that Mr. Joseph Walton, Q.C., of the 
Northern Circuit, has been appointed by the Home Secretary to the 
Recordership of Wigan, in the p of Mr. Gully, Q.C. 


The St. James’s Gazette says that the late Mr. Finlason, the Times’ law 
reporter, has left reminiscences sufficiently complete to be edited for 
publication. He was an excellent raconteur, with a rare store of anecdote. 


The Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, and most of the judges 
who formerly belonged to the Northern Circuit are expected to be present 
at the dinner at which the members of that circuit will entertain the 
Speaker at the Hétel Metropule on Saturday, June 22. 


The following are the commission days fixed by the judges (Grantham 
and Vaughan Williams, JJ.) for the summer assizes on the Western 
Circuit—viz. : Salisbury, Wednesday, May 29; Dorchester, Saturday, 
June 1; Wells, Wednesday, June 5; Bodmin, Monday, June 10; Exeter, 
Saturday, June 15; Winchester, Friday, June 21; Bristol, Friday, June 
28. Vaughan Williams, J., will Bete on circuit alone until Exeter is 
reached, when he will be joined by Grantham, J. 


At the annual dinner of the Hardwicke Society last week, the Lord 
Chief Justice said that he really regretted to know that the habit of snuff- 
taking had fallen almost into complete desuetude at the bar. He 
remembered Sir James Bacon telling him on one occasion that when he 
was a junior there was not a single man in the court, from the judge on 
the bench to the usher, who did not carry a snuff-box, and he ended by 
saying, ‘*‘ Here I am, the only man left with a snuff-box.”’ 


In the course of his judgment in Re Grosvenor § Co. (Limited), on Wed- 
nesday, Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams is reported by the Times to have 
said that the Companies Act, 1862, was never meant for the establishment 
of ‘one man’’ companies. Such companies were in some cases formed 
bond fide and were of benefit to the commercial community, but in many 
cases they were floated only for the benefit of the individual trader, and 
were not beneficial either to the community or the creditors of the com- 
pany. 

At Bristol, last week, Messrs. Hamnett, of London, offered for sale, by 
auction, the Wrington Valley Estate, in North Somerset, which Captain 
Forester inherited, together with the Bathwick Estate, in Bath, from the 
late Duke of Cleveland. The property, which included twenty-six farms 
and had a gross rent roll of about £5,800 a year, was firat of all put up in 
one lot, but was withdrawn. It was then offered in 115 lots, and, with 
about a dozen exceptions, the whole of the lots were sold, the total 
amount realized being just under £100,000, a sum which was exceeded in 
consequence of several private sales being effected after the public auction. 
In the majority of instances the lots were purchased by the tenants. 


The Lord Chief Justice, says the Times, presided over a meeting of the 
Judges of the Supreme Court, held on Monday morning in his lordship’s 

rivate room at the Royal Courts of Justice, when there were present the 

aster of the Rolls, the President of the Probate and Divorce Division, 
the Lords Justices of Appeal, the J — of the Chancery Division, and 
the Judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, with the exception of 
Hawkins, J., who is on circuit, Mathew, J., who was indisposed, and 
Charles, J., who was sitting at the Old Bailey. The subjects under con- 
sideration were the provisions of the Court of Criminal Appeal Bill and 
the Supreme Court (Officers) Bill. The meeting, which was a strictly 
private one, lasted over two hours. 


The Daily News says that in Paris, as in London, the number of merely 
ornamental barristers who have no intention of ever troubling the courts 
with their eloquence is very considerable. A recent Act, however, has had 
the effect of considerably reducing the number of these drones in the legal 
hive. Under that Act every barrister has to take out a “‘ patente,’’ or 
licence, every year, and for so do he has to pay a sum of money, 
reckoned on the sliding system, according to the rental value of his house 
or apartments. To a man paying £120 a year rent, for instance, the yearly 
duty chargeable is £14. Amiong those who refuse to retain the nominal 
title of barristers at this price are M. Bé , the senator, and author of 
the famous Bérenger law dealing with first offenders: M. Fallieres, a 
former Prime Minister and Minister of Justice ; and M. Fabrice Carré, the 
well-known dramatic author, who have requested that their names be 
removed from the rolls. 
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Mvutvat Lire or New Yorx. — The 52nd annual report of the 
Mutual Life Insurance Co. of New York to 3lst December, 1894, now 
issued, commences with funds in hand £38,177,685 16s., which became at 
the end of the year £41,890,208 10s. 3d., an increase of £3,712,522 14s. 3d. 
The insurance premiums were, new, £2,145,109 13s. 1ld.; renewals, 
£4,963,306 4s. 6d., ther £7,108,415 18s. 5d. Considerations 
for annuities brought in, £229,633 16s. 7d., an increase of nearly 40 per 
cent. Interest, rents, and dividends amount to £1,862,759 lls. 3d.; and 
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po AE aged dipiy the yet chiefly appreciations of securities, of 
£821,776 19s., making a total income for the year of £10,022,586 5s. 3d. 
During the year 1894 the superintendent of the Insurance Department of 
the State of New York, the Hon. James F. Pierce, has, at the request of 
the management, made a thorough and exhaustive examination of the 
company’s affairs, and this report winds up as follows :—‘‘ The —— 
t ad as the result of such examination, finds that the affairs of th 
said Mutual Life Insurance me oma of New York are ina sound and 
prosperous condition ; that its books, accounts, and records are kept with 
accuracy, order, and fidelity ; and that its ts management entitles it to the 
continued confidence of its policy-holders and of the public at large.” 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE., 


Rota ov Reoisrrars 1 ATTENDANCE OX 





Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Cuarrrr. Norra. 
Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
Leach Rolt Carrington 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt 
Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
Leach Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justics 
Srreiina. Kexewicn. Romer. 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 
Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
Beal Ward Jackson 











Otp and Rare Free Insvrance ee be wanted to complete a 
lam .—Particulars, by letter, to A. R. C., 76, Cheapside, London.— 
ApvT 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
Manrtiy.—April 17, at Gosport, Hants, the wife of Harry Jesse Martin, solicitor, of a 
daughter. 


Srevens.—Aj 


a il 18, at 43, Hamilton-road, Highbury, London, N., the wife of R. Arthur 
vens, 


itor, "of a son, 
MARRIAGES, 


Bate—Brantanv.—April 16, at Huddersfield, Arthur Edwin Bale, of 12, Courthope 
Lay Wimbledon, solicitor, to Olive, third daughter of W. T. Beanland, of Clayton 


Meav—Korcuer.—April 18, at Manchester, Charles Walter Mexd, of Rathmore Lodge, 
anes South, 8. W., barrister-at-law, te Dorothea J Julia Koecher, of Man- 
¢ r. 








WARNING TO INTENDING House Purcnasers AND Lessers.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a honse have the Sanitary A’ ts thoroughly 
Pane by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Oo. (Carter Bros.), 

Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house 2 guineas; 
yon Bi by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, April 26, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 

ameee. In Cuanouss. 


Ones Sue nue Oo, Lommenn Create r) jon 
send name Tresses, and t eet a 
Wm Tanner & Co, 3, Circus place, Finsbury circus 


or to 
Bevan Syeeee, Luatep—Creditors ase souaieat, on or before June 10, to send their 
d address, and the p-rticulans of their debts or claims, 

Gibson, 7: 71, Temple row, Birmingham 
5, directed to be 


om May 1 & Co, kopree—- tun for essex ot, Bean presented 
Powell & Rogers, Essex st, Strand, agents for & Stimson, Bedford, 


po ton Bo er. Notice of must reach the abovenamed Powell & Rogers 
nolo for ptaer Yelock in the & of April 30 


8. G. CLements & Co, Limrrzp— Creditors are required, on or before June 1 
their names and addresses, and the sof their debts or to J 
well Skuse, 14, Lewins Mead, Bristol. King, Bristol, solor to the liq 


Turner Evoiwe Syxpicats, Limrren—Creditors are requested, Plage a June 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their to Grange 
& Wintringham, St Mary’s chmbrs, Gt Grimsby, solors to the liquidator 

London Gazette.—Tunspay, April 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lucrep mm Caanoczry. 

Cargy’s Oras Co, Liurrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Ma: to send their 

and addresses, and the particulars of their their debts or aims, ay 


names Leopold Tucker, 
39, Victoria st, Westminster ™ “i 





to send 
East- 


Esgrte Restaurant AND 


reured, on or before June sh fo cent 
Soticctecd, Laveen’ chen te 

ana oe 
claims, ' Newstead, Church 

Taurenar Fountany bil, soless Sethe iigeiner 

M. Gurrensere, Lin 

names and 


= Pt 
mee: * King st West, Manchester. Peters, Manchester, solor for 


Tuomas Sewixa Macntixe Co, en a ey on 
ee . Ayrton & Biscoe, Surrey st, Strand, 
Usionrep m CHarcery. 
Lowpow Sanrtary Prorection Association—Creditors are 
send their 


their addresses, and the 
fieninvs of their debts or claims: to William Palmer Faller, Porland House, Basinghall 
at. a he a FY 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Faipay, April 26. 


Sues, Ty ig = as Cosmerere: Hop . Bo June 1 Fowler v 


Beth’ Wask Beckers, 


London Gazette.—Turspay, April 30. 


Carr, Joun Epwarp, ene. Yarn Agent May28 Carr v Carr, Registrar, Man- 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day ov Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faiway, April 19. 
Asue, Taropuitus Firipixa, Oswestry, Wine Merchant June1 Rowe & Co, Liverpoo} 
Binxs, Manta, Leeds May 21 Markland & Co, Leeds 
Binxert, Dawiet, Birkett Mire, Cambs, Yeoman May 15 Scott & Allan, Penrith 
Boarpmay, Joseru, Greenwich, Gent May 18 Howard & Shelton, Greenwich 
Bowey, Owen, Brixton hill, Silk Mercer April 30 Hicklin & Co, Southwark 
Bucuayan, Gronaz, Chatham, Vestry Clerk June 24 Prall & Son, Rochester 
Burp, W1i11am, Okehampton, Solicitor June1 Burd & Co, Okehampton 
Cary, Francis Steraey, Abinger, Esq May 24 Hilder, Jermyn st 
Cary, Lovisa Ocravia, Abinger May 24 Hilder, Jermyn st 
Ciamp, Wittiam, Durham May17 Chambers, Durham 
Feravssox, Ayxe Pernir, Surbiton June? Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 
Fravert, Hecen Fiemino, Mullabrack, Armagh May 31 Beachcroft & Co, Theobald’s ra 
Foxton, Hannan, Halifax May 18 Rhodes & Evans, Halifax aig 
Grosvenor, Lady Dora, Wansforl May 11 Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
Hamonp, Anrnony, Westacre, Esq Junel Hamond, Gt Trinity lane 
Harruam, Ricnarp, Laxton, Farmer May 24 Marshalls & Bate, East Retford 
Hour mz james, Msbes Denne. Go Ava Houuier, and Ex.uiorr Jonny How.ies, 
Jurrryes, James, Stamford ) Gent May 17 Foster, Gracechurch st 
Macsweney, Tuomas, Hackney, Gent May 31 Carpenter & Sons, Laurence Pountaey 
a, Epwarp, Ebbw Vale, Tax Collector May 16 Powell & Hughes, Ebbw Vale 
Rowe, James, West Derby, Solicitor Jume1 Rowe & Co, Liverpool 
Satmon, Rosert, Maidsmoreton, Farmer May1 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Surtiina, Joay Mowry, Melton Mowbray, Hotel Proprietor May 31 Sherry, Raymond 
Gumves, nomas, Hastings, Butcher May 29 Morgan, Hastings 
Stave, Caarces Joszpn, Maidstone, Builder June3 Ellis, Maidstone 
Surru, Wit114M, Smarden, Kent, Esq May 81 Hicks & Co, Covent Garden 
Srockwett, Mary Ayy, Cheltenham May 29 Billings, Che'tenham 
Wuatey, Anvz, Middleham May6 Maughan, Middicham 
Wurreurap, James, Accrington, Slater May 27 Sharples, Accrington 
Wixsox, Witt1am, Clapham, Gent June 24 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 
Woopuousr, Exizasetn, Huddersfield May 1 Ramsden & Co, Huddersfield 
Youre, Jonx, Underwood, Gent May1 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
London Gasette.—Turspay, April 23. 
Aprnpasre, Lord, Princes gins May 3i Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln's inn fields 
Asquitn, Samvet Baxter, Leeds, Gent May 18 Lupton & Fawcett, Leeds 
=e Jou Hzxny, Liverpool, Shipowner May 81 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
WwLEY, Tuomas, Worthing JuneS Eggar, Brighton 


i Demag Accuvens Sennen Caen, maa , Baronet July i 





Fisurn, Minis, Bolton, Tobacconist May 90 Balshaws & Challinor, Bolton 
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Praxois, Wittiam, Alresford May 20 Blackmore & Co, Alresford 

Gaz, Many Wanyver, Weymouth June6é Haines, Putney 

Gass, Ronzar, Bethnal Green, Licensed Victualler May 14 Sandilands & Co, Fenchurch 
avenue 

Gazex, Anicai, Manchester June? Farrar & Co, Manchester 

Hawtow, Tuomas Tuzorniivs, Bury, Physician May 16 Pickstone, Bury 

Hearny, Exiza, Fulham Mayi8 Wilkinson & Son, Bloomsbury sq 

Hzarncore, Eowa, Hyde May 18 Buckley & Co, Stalybridge 

Heascuzi., Monirz, Birkenhead, General Merchant June1 Hill & Co, Liverpool 

Hiouam, Wi.t1asm, Oldham, retired Mill Manager May 24 Whittaker, Oldham 

Hopasox, Wittiam, Evenwood, Farmer May 22 Proud, Bishop Auckland 

Horie, Manraa, Horninglow May 31 Lowe & Auden, Burton on Trent 

Hovtrow, Mantua Acatua, Richmond May 31 Few & Co, Surrey st 

Hutian, Feepeaice, Salford, Leather Merchant May 25 Mercer, Manchester 

Lipaars, Auexanper, Chiswick, Butcher June 18 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chancery 

Locwoop, Crossy, Stationers’ Hall ct, Publisher June1 Truefitt, Farnival’s inn 

Maxcvs, Marx, Russell sq, Gent May 29 Marcus, Broad st avenue 

Monrzis, Dawiet, Sandbach, Licensed Victualler May 28 Remer, Sandbach 

Morris, Nancy, Sandbach May 28 Remer, Sandbach 

Nasu, Henry, Liverpool, Merchant June7 Smith, Liverpool 

Pivume, Jane, Bournemouth May 18 Jones, Bloomsbury sq 

Ratcuirrs, Henny Coax.er, Kensington, Esq June 18 Corsellis & Co, Chancery lane 

Roserts, Gzoncs, Nayland, Farmer May 13 Marshall & Potter, Colchester 

Rooers, James + nor agua Warnixctox, Blakenham May 18 Chas & 
Co, W Magna y Rogers 


Rosamonp, Jouy wl Hackney, Piano Maker June 24 Keeble, Coleman st 
Sanpers, Atraep, Layer de la Haye, Essex, Maltster June1 Marshall & Potter, Col- 


Scorr, Jauus, Clevedon May 20 Carlton & Stephens, St Austell 

Suaw, Aww, Brighouse May 30 Furniss, Brighouse 

Suaw, Joux, Brighouse, Glazier May 30 Furniss, Brighouse 

Timms, Cuantotre, Leamington At once Handley & Co, Warwick 

Travers, James, Buckerell, Gardener May 25 Hayward, Honiton 

Turwer, Cunistoraen, Haverhill, Licensed Victualler May 18 Graham, Haverhill 
Watsu, Mary, Halifax May1 Leach, Halifax 

Wituiams, Isapecia, Sloane st May 30 Wood & Wootton, Fish st hill 


London Gazette.—Fripvay, April 26. 
ae VansitTart, Hornsey, Lieutenant-Colonel July30 T & ET Randell, 


Sinus Sanien, Lyng, Farmer Junel Culley, Norwich 

Bartrye, Marcarer, Huddersfield May 22 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 
Baxtes, Joun Lea, Hull, Gent May 28 Buckton, Hull 

Bisnop, Wii.1am Jonn, Northumbrid st May 381 Foy & Co, Clifford’s inn 
Buryert, Jaurs,South Kensington June15 Hollams & Co, Mincing lane 
Browxsouy, Frances Louisa, Cheltenham May15 Francillon, Dursley 
Burrovens, Marta Janz, Bath Juneil4 Stone & Co, Bath 


Casr, Epwarp Jouy, Bristol May 16 Spofforth, Bristol 

Cuayt, Samus, Sydenham May 22 Spottiswoode, Craven st 

Coux, Joseru, Christian Matford, Wilts, Farmer June15 Bevin, Wootton Bassett 
Crompton, Henry, Hyde, Furniture Broker June 26 Brownson, Hyde 

Dvepauz, Exizaseru, Gloucester ter May 31 Romer, Bucklersbury 

Dypsz, Exizasxtu, Kensington Park rd, Housekeeper May 24 Neve & Beck, Lime st 
Fire, Jauzs Grorox, Goring on Thames, Lieutenant June 28 Clarkson & Co, Lime st 
Foster, Exvvex, Kilburn June7 Fooks & Co, Carey st 

Gapert, Freperick, Sheflield June5 Oxley & Coward, Sheffield 

Go.oiz, Jauzs, Dorchester, Licensed Victualler May 24 Symonds & Sons, Dorchester 
Grats, Ricuarp Cornzy May 31 Neish & Co, Watling st 

Grant, Tuomas Barwzr, Wood Green, Electrical Engineer June 24 Challinors, 


Grosvenor, Dora, Wansford May 11 Broughton & Co, Gt Marlborough st 
Grecory, Saran, Groby June8 Wright & Son, Leicester 

Hagman, Srernen, Earl’s Court rd, Grocer May 17 Gedge & Co, Westminster 
Haneis, Wii114m, Salhouse, Farmer May 14 Tuck, Norwich 

Hantiey, Janes, Bingley, Yorks June 1 Platts, Bingley 

Haynes, Ricuanp, Madeley May13 Thorn, Iron Bridge 

Hear, Wiit1am, Ramsbottom, Innkeeper May 31 Woodcock & Sons, Haslingden 
Hensna.t, Emma May 31 Reinhardt, Birkenhead 

Hopson, Jauzs, Burley June! Dunean & Son, Liverpool 

Hunt, Joux, Balham June 10 Corsellis & Co, Wandsworth 

Lawrence, Joseru, Walsall, retired Buckle Maker June 24 Evans, Walsall 

Lea, Jous, Leicester, Contractor June 12 Wright & Son, Leicester 

Lovenivoer, Tuomas, Noble st May 31 Croft & Mortimer, Coleman st 

MoLora, Ax» Diana, Cambridge st Junel Stone & Co, Bath 

Meap, Ex1za, Leighton Buzzard June7 Newton, Leighton Buzzard 

Moopy, James, Kingston upon Hull, Builder June 17 Townsend, Hull 

Morais, Witt1am James, Forest Gate, Gent May 23 Hulbert & Crowe, Broad st bldgs 
Moss, Cuantes Purir, Portland pl May 31 Parker & Co, Cornhill 


O’Comxon, Tuomas, Deptford June 5 Bellord, Cheapside 





Patrazy, Mary Axx, Sulhamstead Bannister, Berks May 31 Beale & Martin, Reading 
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Sasa, Ceara, Manchester, Mechanic May 31 ‘Smith, Manchester 

Prruax, Saver Wiiu14m, Bristol May 16 Spofforth, Broad st 

P.ivumer, Evwaxp, Canterbury, Solicitor June 24 Plummer, Canterbury 

Riesy, James, Lowton May 18 Widdows, Leigh 

evenaeee eeee, Hewey James, Russell sq,Esq June 10 Rivington & Son, Fen- 
Roppicx, Matruew, Norwich, Licensed Victualler June 24 Watson & Everitt, Norwich 
Scort, James, Clevedon May 20 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell 

Stave, Cuaries, Josepn, Maidstone, Builder June3 Ellis, Maidstone 

Suackxue, Epwarp, Hayes, Esq June 24 Wills, Uxbridge 

Swarrrecp, Jeraro Dusnevi, Bath, Coachbuilder May18 Nash, Bath 

Tayror, Mary Anne, Camberwell May 31 Mason & Co, Gresham st 

Toxer, Henrietta Exizaseru, Cornwall gins May 23 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 
Townsenp, Henry Fox, Swindon, Solicitor June 10 Townsend, Barrow in Furness 
Townsenp, Joun, Eynsham, Corn Merchant May 31 Mallam & Son, Oxford 
Wantgne, Suemas Cuarkson, Merthyr Tydfil, Architect June 1 Lewis & Jones, Merthyr 


Ty 
Watson, Wiit1am Bensamin, London wall May 27 Sturt, Ironmonger lane 
Wenrny, Marianne Keewine Juana, Sydenham May 20 Willett & Latter, Bromley 





London Gazette—Tuxspay, April 30. 
Bairp, Cecitia Gzorar, Kelso, NB May 31 Ponsonby, Westminster 
Beavucuamp, Georce Tuomas, Guildford, Esq May 31 Smallpeice & Co, Guildford 
Berrs, Faayces, Lancaster gate May 31 Valpy & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Berrvs, Parip, Russell sq May 10 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bow y, Jouy, Alton June 24 Ellis, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Catvert, Lyp1a Bakes, Bradford June 1 Mossman & Co, Bradford 
Cuar.tton, Mrs Anne, Mitcham Junel1 Hulberts & Hussey, Lincoln’s inn 
Coney, Isnazt, New Bondst May10 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cone, Moss, Tavistock sq May 10 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Cou.ins, Georce, Bexhill, Carter June12 Atkinson & Atkinson, Hastiags 


Denes, Henry Wit114m, Brushfield st, Coffee house Keeper May 31 Harriet Elizabeth | 


Exeiayp, Witiiam, Pontefract, Gent June1 Moxon, Pontefract 
Fie.psenp, Rosert Sarru, Stainton le Vale, Farmer July1 Rhodes, Market Rasen 


Gawter, Evizasetn, Forest Gate May 27 Munday, Fish st hill 
Guest, Josrru, Farm Hall Green, Farmer May 31 Cottrell & Son, Birmingham 


Guystox, Dayret, Islington May 23 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford row 
Hamer, Evizasetu, Bury June6é P& J Watson, Bury 


Hamer, Joun, Bury, Auctioneer June6 P & J Watson, Bury 

Hamer, Joun, Rochdale, Cotton Spinner June 12 Jackson & Co, Bochdale 
Harrison, Frayces, Kentish Town Juneil Kinsey & Co, Bloomsbury pl 

Heaven, Evizaseru Feances, Manchester Junel Foyster & Co, Manchester 
Hiscock, Groner, Gillingham May 14 Trevanion & Co, Bournemouth 

Ho.pey, James, Rochdale,Gent June 10 Standring, Rochdale 

Hvueues, Tuomas Oawen, Liverpool, Grocer June 1 Symond & Edwards, Liverpool 
Hume, James, Eastbourne June 30 Langham & Son, Eastbourne 

Inves, Ropert, Brockley, Wine Merchant June 1 Greig, Abingdon st 

Jones, Exviza, Streatham June 10 Lee & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Jones, Joun, Penygraig May14 Simons & Sons, Pontypridd 

Josuine, Mary, North Weald June1 H & H W Gibson, Ongar 

Laurence, Sypyey, Clapham Pk, Esq May 30 Markby & Co, Coleman st 

Lave, Josepn Henny, Bayswater, General May 28 Beaumont & Co, Chancery lane 
Lestiz, Anprew, Gosforth Junel4 Leadbitter & Harvey, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Mares, Sauver, Penn, Gent May 31 Manby & Son, Wolverhampton 

Marsua.t, Jouy, Buckingham, Builder May 14 Hearn & Hearn, Buckingham 
Myers, Henry Harr, Gresham bldgs May 10 Beyfus & Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Narers, Marcaret, Newcastle on Tyne May 31 Simey & Co, Sunderland 

Perper, Carnotine Excen, Beeston June17 Watson & Co, Nottingham 

Preston, Ernest, Thurcaston Junel Darley & Cumberland, Bedford row 

Price, Tuomas, Shrewsbury May 22 Clarke & Son, Shrewsbury 

Proruenror, Hester, Bristol June1 Minet & Co, King William st 

Razsetu, Gzoraz, Weymouth, Gent June 17 Baddeley, Leadenhall st 
Sarxspury, Witi1am Nox, Maida Vale June1 J H & J Y Johnson, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Suaw, Tuomas, Kettering, Basket Maker June 12 Bull, Kettering 

Swira, Exizapern, North Weald June1 H & H W Gibson, Ongar 

Surru, Henny, Dkley, Railway Guard May 25 Mossman & Co, Bradford 

Suirn, Joseru, Bradford, Commission Agent May17 Robinson & Co, Bradford 
Srrance, CuanLotre Janez Hatxert, Southsea May 28 Upfil, Chancery lane 
Sumner, Frances Mary, Birkenhead June9 Keightley & Co, Liverpool 

Tatsot, Exizaserh Mary May2i Linaker & Linaker, Runcorn 

Tayior, James, Bloxwich, Awl Blade Maker June 1 Evans, Walsall 

Teves, Wasson, @ Christchurch hill, Mon, retired Joiner June 1 Gardner & Herbert, 


‘ewport, Mi 
Topp, Cuag.es Curistorues Fuxstox, Birkenhead June 7 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Turriztt, Sanan, Walton on Thames June10 Grenside, Westminster 


Van Veen, Apniaxus, Upper Bakerst June 24 Morris Bew, Portsea 
Wurre, Grorcz Bamey, Upper Clapton May 31 Gadsdon, Bishopagate 
Wiaer, Cuantorrs, 8t Leonards May 31 Young & Co, Hastings 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, April 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Auery, WatTeR, _- Ship Broker Wakefield Pet April 
24 Ord April 24 

Baremay, baby mm 5 Bootle cum Linacre, Contractor Liver- 

Pet April 23 Ord Ss 23 

Barry, Atrrep, Chiswick, General Dealer High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord April 23 

Bu — be yy —- —_ Builder Wolver- 
ampton 20 

Buxtox, Joux Henry, Kimberle: "Brickmaker Notting- 
ham Pet April24 Ord A 

Cuapmay, Huon, yet pale , ea Croydon Pat 
March 21 Ord A; itd 

CRrosLanp, Pons uddersfield, Farmer Huddersfield 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Dexter, Anprew, a Green, Gent High Court 
Pet Jan 29 Ord April 23 

Fanta, Ferpvixayp, Tem poe Engineer High Court 
Pet Oct 29, 1894 Ord April 22 

Fanxernovan, yee —* Butcher Longton Pet 
April 10 Ord April 23 

Forsz, Se cescmeaae Mevagissey, Fisherman Truro Pet 
April 22 Ord April 23 

Gaypeg, Hersert, geen Draper Brighton Pet April 
22 Ord April 22 

Gopvarp, Fraxx, South Tottenham, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet eae . th Ord April 22 

Gopric#, Ld ge ham, Dairyman Birmingham 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

GRENVILLE, 19 Os Samuet, Maddox Be Shirtmaker 
High Court Pet April 3 > 

GairFitH, SAMUEL, eyes, ‘armer Bangor Pet 
April 22 ae 

Gupcgon, ALFRED, wala f Baker Kendal Pet April 24 
Ord April 24 


Haut, Henry Georce, Cheltenham, Y ~ aaa Painter 
eltenham Pet April 24 Ord April 
Jay, Hargiet, South Hampstead, inter High Court 
Pet March’ 21 Ord April 20 
Jewett, R, Bayswater, Widow High Court Pet Jan 29 
Ord April 


Jouns, Joux Morcan, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Jovges, Hucu Stsone Ebbw baa Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Lomax, Witu1am Haruay, Southport, a Agent 
Liverpool Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Lows, Gsoroz Hewry, Goole, Miller . Wakefield Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 

Mawyssainee, Jostan, Finsbury circus, Builder High Court 
Pet March 1 Ord April 24 

Mercatre, Tomas, = Cycle Agent Blackburn 
Pet April 24 Ord April 

Co Tayor, Tee Sethe Liverpool Pet March 

Ord April 22 

ieee Hewry, Ilfracombe, Fruiterer Bristol Pet 
April 22 Ord April 22 

Poswert, Rosert James, —s Farmer Peter- 
boro Pet March 30 Ord April 24 

®t... hoes. Bristol, Confectioner Bristol 

Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Proup, ALrrep JONATHAN, ee Baker Peterborough 
Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Biweway, Tuomas, Lower Zap, Grocer Croydon Pet 
April "92 Ord April 22 

Rossow, hg r aaead lane High Court Pet March 


Price, 





April 22 
neat Captain Joun * ae super Mare h Court 
Pet Feb 21 Ord A) 4 a 
Serrriz, Tuomas, Wed hant Walsall 
Pet March 13 Ord re 18 


Srevens, Atrrep, Maida Vale, Actor High Court Pet 
March 6 Ord April 20 


Srorey, Cuaries Henry, North Runcton, Grocer King’s 
Lyon Pet April 22 Ord April 22 

Srorgy, Gzorer, North ame, Builder King’s L 
Pet April 23 Ord April 23 3 

Taompsox, Benraam H, Bedford Bedford Pet March 9 
Ord April 24 

Watrers, Cuanies, Swansea, Grocer Swansea Pet April 
23 Ord April 23 


Wanres, Epuunp prey Chudleigh, Artist Exeter Pet 
April 23 .Ord April 23 
Ware Tomas Montoomery, Lichfield, Lieutenant Wal- 


Pet Jan8 Ord April 8 
Wong, gone, ee Bradford Pet April 10 
Woo r, Joszra Isaac, Birmingham, Refreshment house 
‘ Keeper Birmingham Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
ounce, Husgrtr Jouyx, Cov Baker Co 
April 23 Ord Apel 23” er ee 


OBDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 


Crane, James, —— Gent Not 
Jan 15 Resen April ati tardiner ste 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Atkins, Henny, Farmer May7atil Off Rec, 31, Manor 
row, Bradford 
Baker, Joun Reese, Cheltenham May7at3 Off 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth ies 
Bartiey, Henry Powe, mg Solicitor May 7 at 3 
Off Ree, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue ° 
Becxensacu, Hewry, Leicester, Hosiery Factur May 6 
12.30 Oif Reo, 1, Berridge st, Leicester clade 


Hairdresser May 4 at 11.30 
Truro 


wen 
Brows i Homan Outfitter May7 at ll 
Off Reo, 10, Athenseuin trree, Plymouth 
Bywarer, as, Pattingham, Corn Merchant May Sat 
8 Off Rec, Wolverhampton ‘ 
Caven, Natnanret, Wolverhampton, Draper May 6 at 1 
of Wolverhampton 
Crarton, Joun Wiiiiam, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer 
May 6 at 11 Leeds Law Institution, 1a, Albion pl, 
Coresy, Samvet a a Currier May 4 at 11 


pegs fa 
Crostanp, Joszrn, HTaddoraela,, Pe Farmer Muy 3 at 12 
Off Rec, 6, Queen st, 


D'Arcy, Reman, se area Draper May 6 at 


11.30 
Dicxso: at a One Crostwick, Clerk in Holy Orders May 4 at 
‘ 12.30 Off Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 
Epowarps, Taomas, Ferndale, Collier May3at3 Off Rec, 
Merthyr Tydfil 


Gutu1at, Groner, Candlesby, Grocer May 14at1.30 Off 
—S May 6 at12 Bankruptcy 
Gaecsox, Faepertcxk Hoteats, Bradford, Commission 

Agent May7at12 Off Kec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Hart, Epuvunp, a ona Coachman May 3 at 8 


Hat eed : ae = Painter 
May 8 at 3.30 County Court 


11.30 24, Railway app, London 
oS: Wiuuam Avovstix, Fowey, Saddler May 4 at 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
an et Cranks, Beckenham, Mili Tailor 
May 7 at 12.30 24, Railwa: London 
Humpasseys, Taomas a Musical 
ment Dealer 


May 6 at 1 Off Rec, Lianidloes 
Jackson, Hewat, and Fear sam. 7-4 » Pere: 
Confectioners May 8 at 3 st, 


Li 

Jones, B.izasetu Axw, Lianelly, Licensed Victualler May 

4at11.30 Off 11, Quay st, Carmarthen 

Joves, Rees Lewis, Tydfil, Cabman May 3 at 2 

Off Rec, Merthyr 

Lister, Farpericx, Bradford, Wool Merchant May 9 at 
ll Off row, Bradford 

Lone, Hewry, Ke i, Barm Bailiff May 4 at12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Meerwatn, Osporye Reet my ot Acton, gl = 4at 
11 Off Reo, — Temple aven d 

Morrice, Grorce aoe Clerk May7 "at 8 Of 
Ree, 35, Victoria ane 

NIcHOULSs, Seux Epwanrp, es May 38 at 12 
Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Plone nan’ Jounx, Swineshead, Innkeeper May 14 at 1 

Poway hes Meth Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper May 38 at 12 

Merthyr Tyaail 


Paovp, iam JoxaTuax, Ramsey, Baker May 6 at 12 
Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 


SHorraipar, Freperick, Mule Overlooker May 
8 =< aden May 8 at 11 Off 
\MITH, eH 8 1 

1, Manor row, i 


, Bradford 
ae. ies Porrincer May 3 at 12 Bankruptcy 
aR... orth Kemaneten, Linen Draper May 3 
cotter a Ss Bankruptcy 
To, beep ag Peak Baker May 14 at 12 Off Ree, 
THRUTCHLEY, Liners Knutsford May 8 at 3 Ogden’s 
T oa W. Knutsford MayS8at3.6 Ogden’ 
-— —% ILLL a 's 
eats, Wasa Koutaford i 
Wear rs Billinghay, Farmer May 14 at 12.30 Off 
Wricat & Huntse, St John’s W: Builders 8 at 
ll achenpen' titan Gecen so sated 
The CNS ee notice is substituted for that 
in the London Gazette of April 23 :— 
Liewstrx, Joux Nef Tuiriwatt, Leamington, Gent 
uae at 1.30 Off Rec, 17, “Hertford st, Coventry 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
AspEa, Ja Merchant Manchester Pet 
‘ March 19 Ord April 24° 
pee a (amma Broker Wakefield Pet 
[ Bay Wiiam Chemist 
z Stas 2 ang haa. Sowme, Exeter Pet 
LACK, JOSEPH, Wheelwright Birmingham 
. Pet 19 Ord 23 
uxTon, Joun Hewry, Brickmaker 
zen, coe Y, » Notting- 
Manu- 


April 24 Ord prs 
Canrwaicut, Z Fenchurch Colour 
foturer Be tage i ag 





Bo Bie Ep F . 
RNER, ye yi 'BEDERIOK, jentabek & 


Sue.tox Soe teens euatalend, ‘orks, Licensed 
" Halifax Pet April 23 Ord 23 
Suorrripes, Frepsrick, Mule Sal- 


Pet April 23. Ord Ps) 
Suorraipes, F Salford, Salford Pet 
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ALBERT ‘agp Ross, 
High Court Pet March 2. Ord April 
Jowns, Pamir, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet April 26 


26 
Jowzs, Tuomas Cuan.es, Ross, Farmer Hereford Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 
ot, Wine Merchant 
April 27 
Dee Sdeantecturer High 
Willenhall, Auctioneer Wolver- 
24 Ord April 25 
Mon. on Newport, 
"Marston, Builder Nantwich Pet 


Liv, reits st High Court Pet April 5 Ord 


Ma Ricuarp, Richmond, Yorks, Grocer North- 
rns Tac Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

Minty Groner, Old . Public house Manager 
‘West Bromwich “Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

Myens, Atexanper, Aberavon, Outfitter Neath Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 


Procter, Heyry, , Yorks, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Spel se" Ord April 20 ie 

Rapwatt, Josern, Nottingham, Bootmaker Notting’ 
Pet April 7 Ord Apnil 27 

Reaves, Jouy, one Gomer Collier Burton on Trent 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 


W: G un, Roberttown, Earthenware 
Rosmuaoe, ILLIAM Sm 2 P. re oo Gel Apell 35 
Reon, Semmes, Hanxpy, Lewisham, Publisher Green- 


March 28 Ord April 26 
Baw Gowes J rE Eastcheap, Tea Merchant 
High Court fas, Ord April 25 
Beeyatr, Hater, Rel itch, Farmer Worcester Pet 
Portsmouth 
Srvusps, Jostan, Newgate st High Court Pet 
April 2 a . ‘ 
Borges, Fact, 8 Art Publisher High Court Pet 
27 «Ord April 25 
Teg ST , Swansea, Hosier Swansea Pet April 


Towsexp, Joseru, and Grorcs . ~yr Townend 
Crofton, Butchers Wakefield Pet April 26 Ord 
Wanp, Wii114x, Bildeston, Outfitter Ipswich Pet April 
@% Ord April 25 
Watrs, Huon Epwanrp, Pembroke, Grocer Pembroke 
Dock Pet April 26 OrdApril26 ‘ 
Wi Atrnevs Bew Bricxiayp, Abingdon, Tailor 
w. 5 26 Ord A 
ISBEY, JACOB, 
a Ord 


Pet A 
= Waiter Cambridge Pet April 


= Manufacturer 


Wo rr, Groner fmm, 3 per 


High 


‘The Gyliguins senantel netice is is substituted for that pub- 


in the London Gazette of April 16 :— 
Beage, “Azyrep Earoy, Cheddar, Licensed Victualler 
ells Pet March 27 Ord April 11 


a iaagraam 


Opn ct sag Bridge sty Manchester 
Baty, ey GLey, Wimbledon, Theatrical Manager 
May 7 at Rail London Bridge 
8 Barus & tons Car pet Manuf wo tne May 8 
mbrs, whey J 


Sansa: Haheon Diente er May 8 at 


8 ei ae 95, Toople chia = Lae avenue 
May 10 at 1.30 
Wastes = he 


Groree Wit1i4m, 
rar ors wi Vi 
‘TON, 
Sek 1180 Of Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Young & 2 Bank 


Bro’ Tacos, May 9 at 12 
fiche gg y y 23, 


tow, Birminghan 
Canponiig, Janne, Butcher May Sat 11. Off R&, Pink 
ee 


Furness, Tailor May at 11 
Off 16, Cag ne ~ Fumes 
il Off eo, Fak lane, Newoasle on Tyas = 


eral 08 hen ae Peck oe Ee heen 


a Gaba ta neteeha hewn * 


11.30 


Euny Dra: Ma 
Faaxois, ‘Manta, Bridgend, Draper y 7 at 11.30 


Curistoruer, fone, ag Fisherman 
ronan Off Rec, Boscawen st, ah fig 
Ma 
ne. yS8at2.30 Of 
Tromas, Wishaw, Tea Merchant MaySatil 23, 


‘ham, Umbrella 
row, 


Haywano, Seats, —<. crave piers, Bournemouth, 
Builders Off Ree, Salisbury 
Coal Dealer ‘May 8 at ll 


wie, Wood oe 


May 10 at 3 


moogizege Soy St, Gea, Dur Mew wey 


Joxrs, Evay sere. Innkeeper May 10 at 3 Fea- 
thers Hotel, A 

Lavy, H, ose be ay co May 9 at 11 23, Colmore 
row, Bi ham 

Mates, Tuomas | Hrpe, —— Grocer May 8 at 12 

J] 1,4 

Marsuaty, Coarites Henry Joun, Walsall, Saddle Manu- 
facturer May 9at 11.30 Off Rec, Walsall 

MitcHett, Appxazoen, Snopes st May7atil Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Panis, Wittiam Henry, and Tomas a Paris, 
Liverpool, Jewellers May 14 at Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpool 

Perrymax, Henny, Bristol, Fruiterer May 8 at 1 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Pocxurxetoy, Rosert James, Austendyke, Farmer May 
21 atl2 ‘Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Paice, Witt1am Raymonp, Bristol, Confectioner May 8 
at1.15 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 


Rives, Water, and E.ten River, Drapers 
’ chuabes, Market pl, 


May 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, County 
Roberttown, Yorks, 
May 7 at 10.30 Off Rec, 





Stockport 
Rosinsox, Wittiam Garirritu 
enware Manufacturer 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 


Sztimax, Jonn, Leacroft, Staffs, Farmer May9at11 Off 
Rec, Walsall 


Surxitoy, Joun Rosert, Halifax, Licensed Victualler 
May 7 at 11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Stroxz, Water Aurraep, Putney, Lieutenant Colonel 
May Sat 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Tuatcuer, Atrrep Hows, Winford, Licensed Victualler 
A P at 12.90 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


Townsend, James, Westbourne, aes Dealer May 15 
at3 Dolphin Hotel, Chicheste 
ter Witsox Manchester, le Merchant May 10 
t 3.30 ien’s brs, Bridge st, Manchester 
ate Epuvunp Geonce, Chudleigh, Artist May 9 atl 
Off Ree, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 
wane Groner, Consett, Licensed Victualler May 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 
Warsox, Mary, Newcastle on Tyne, Drysalter ™ 8 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyn of 
Wauirenors, Atrrep Epwarp, Bristol, Cast Manu- 
facturer May Sat12 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn 
st, Rristol 
You ne Husert Joux Coveney Baker May 7 at 10.30 
ff Rec, 17, Hertford Coventry 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apams, Witi14m Pornor, Bloxwich, Wheelwright Walsall 
Pet April 26 Ord April 26 
ARMSTRONG, fuse, Grafham, Farmer Peterborough 
Pet April 27 Ord April 27 
Bracken, Atrrep, Liandaff, Cabinet Maker Cardiff Pet 
April 26 Ord April 26 
Buayerr, WItiiam, eaening Contractor Leeds Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 
Burrow, Cuar_tes Emanvet, Heath Town, Builder Wolver- 
hampton Pet April 20 Ord April 25 
Dent, James Wiisow, Crathorne, Farmer Stockton on 
Tees Pet April 24 Ord April 25 
Devorsuine, Joux, Northampton, et Merchant North- 
ampton Pet April 26 Ord April 
Down1ine, CHARLES, vo tm - stellt Chesterfield 


Pet April 26 Ord A; 
Eyrs, Farperics, Rushden, Beer Retailer Northampton 


Pet April 25 Ord April 25 
Goprica, Wii14M, Birm Dairyman Birmingham 
Pet April24 Ord April 25 
ase, % Tuomas, Birmingham, Tea Merchant Birmingham 
et Jan 22 


~~ Hasny tg OW Coal Dealer Wigan Pet 
Ord April 24 
Jone Pru § Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet April 26 


Jones, Savas yo Ross, Farmer Hereford Pet 
April 26 Ord April 

Lanpox, GrorGs pong Bucxuge, Hereford, Wine Mer- 
chant Hereford Pet April 27 Ord Ap ril 27 

Lerazss, Wituiam, Ne yy Goagheaper Newport, 
Mon Pet April 25 April 26 

Lever, a jum, Marston, Ches, Builder Nantwich 
Pet April 22 Ord April 25 

Marruews, ee Bicionent, F Zouk, Grocer, Northal- 
lerton Pet April 24 Ord April 

Mittwarp, Gsorcr, Coe; ol ow Manager 

W Bromwich Pet April19 Ord April 24 

Mirons..i, ALEXANDER, yet High Court Pet 
Feb 19 Ord April 27 

Murem, Wriiram, Greenwich, Publican Greenwich Pet 
Feb 28 Ord April 19 

Myers, Atexanper, Aberavon, Outfitter Neath Pet 
April 25 Ord April 25 

Pocktixctos, Roserr James, 
Peterborough Pet March 29 

Panes, Josepu, Enfield Wash, Glass Merchant Edmonton 

April 1 Ord April 25 
mM... Hewry, enemas Grocer Sheffield Pct April 


26 Ord April 26 
Nottingham 


ye Farmer 
Ord April 27 





Rapma.t, Joseru, Nottingham, Bootmaker 

PetApril 27 : 

Reaper, Joan, Church Gresley, Collier Burton on Trent 
Pet April 37 Ord April 27 


Roserts, Josspu, Tenby, house Keeper Pembroke 
Dock Pet April 6 Fey om 

Rosixsox, Wituiam Gairrira, Roberttown Dewsbury 
Pet April 25 Ord April 25° 

Sgarte, Water Ricuarp, Sheffield, Currier Sheffield 
Pet April 3 Ord April 25 

Sissox, Epwarp Joun, Landport, Tailor Portsmouth Pet 
April 24 Ord April 24 

Tuatcnuer, Atrrzep Howe, eee, Licensed Victualler 
Bristol Pet April 20 Ord April 25 

Tuomas, Bensamin, Swansea, Hosier Swansea Pet A’ 
24 Ord April 24 - 

and 


Joszra, Georce Eowarp Towxenp, 
we Butchers Wakefield Pet April 26 


TowNeEnp, 
Crofton. 
Ord A: April 

Warp, ‘Pause, eaaation, Outfitter Ipswich Pet April 
25 Ord April 25 

WHEELER, . “yo Ben Pe ye Abingdon, Tailor 
Oxford Prt April 26 Ord April 26 

Wissry, Jacos, Cambri wenn Cambridge Pet A 
27 Ord April 27 sp a eel 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 

May 8.—Messrs. oe. Sesame & Sons, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 
o’clock, a old Mansion— Gate House, Ken- 

sington—(see uo cbvastionment this week, p. 4). 





All letters intended for publication in the 
“* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxtcrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
5s. 6d. 


RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUISES by the Steamship “‘ GARONNE,” 3,876 
tons register, leaving Lonpow as under :— 
For the NORWAY FIORDS and NORTH CAPE, 
12th June, for 28 days. 


At the most northerly point of this Cruise the Sun will be 
above the horizon at midnight. 


For the NORWAY FIORDS, 
13th Juty, for 15 days. 
8rd Avaust, for 15 days. 


For Cpa STOCKHO 8T. giant: 
e BALTIC CAN 


ek Avausr for 29 hg 
String band, electric light, electric bells, hot and cold 
eng, Seal tonite em 
Managers : F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue. 
For passage apply to the latter firm at | Pes Fenchurch- 


pay ae "0.4 or to the West-end Branch 
EDE AND SON, 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


Law W: 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 








a Mapas ise 








